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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 
 
This volume presents research into educational approaches for supporting 
young people at secondary transfer.  The volume consists of a critical literature 
review and an empirical study, supplemented with an introductory chapter and 
concluding commentary.   The review explores a 'continuity vs discontinuity' 
debate and examines previous research into the 'Primary Ethos' approach for 
maintaining continuity at secondary transfer.  The review reveals a clear need 
for further Primary Ethos evaluations which look beyond impact, and which seek 
to elicit the views of the pupils and other key stakeholders.  The empirical study 
reports on an illuminative process evaluation of a West Midland secondary 
school's Year 7 ‘Foundation Group’ initiative for low attaining pupils.   With the 
evaluation’s primary purpose being to inform initiative development and 
organisational learning, the RADIO model (Knight and Timmins, 1995) was 
used.  Following the identification of 5 collaboratively negotiated process 
questions, semi-structured interviews were conducted with pupils, staff and the 
Head teacher.  Data analysis resulted in the identification of 'supportive factor' 
themes, areas for development, and issues pertinent to the school.  The 
researcher concludes by suggesting that the application of an attachment 
theory perspective may be useful in providing a framework for future exploration 
of Primary Ethos initiatives. 
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Chapter 1.  Introduction to the Research 
 
1.1  Introduction  
 
This volume presents two related papers, a critical literature review and an empirical 
study, written by the author/researcher (a Trainee Educational Psychologist) to reflect 
research undertaken for the purposes of a 3-year (2006-2009) Educational 
Psychology professional training programme (Applied Educational and Child 
Psychology Doctorate) with the University of Birmingham.  Both papers are 
concerned with theory and practice pertaining to educational approaches for 
supporting pupils at secondary transfer.  This topic was identified as a result of the 
author selecting, from amongst a number of possibilities, to undertake a school-
commissioned evaluation of a West Midlands secondary school’s Year 7 ‘Foundation 
Group’ initiative.  The Foundation Group aims to raise the attainment and support the 
social-emotional development of an identified group of vulnerable Year 7 pupils by 
replicating some elements normally associated with the primary school organisation 
(for example, increased contact time with one member of staff and fewer room 
changes).  The Foundation Group could therefore be conceptualised as a ‘Primary 
Ethos’ initiative. 
 
In this introductory chapter the author will i) provide the reader with some information 
regarding the context, remit and rationale behind the commissioned research ii) 
describe some of the key factors and challenges which influenced the author’s 
choices and decisions iii) present a rationale for the choice of two nominated journals 
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and explain how these choices influenced the style and content of the papers and iv) 
provide a brief overview of the contents of the remainder of the volume. 
 
1.2   The rationale for the choice of research 
 
As stated above, the chosen research topic resulted initially from a secondary 
school’s request for Educational Psychology Service (EPS) support for evaluating 
their innovative Year 7 Foundation Group initiative.  Aside from the author’s personal 
interest in the different theoretical perspectives that exist in relation to secondary 
transfer (reflected in the author’s examination of the ‘Continuity Debate’ within the 
critical literature review), an initial literature-scoping exercise quickly revealed a 
distinct lack of Local Authority support for evaluations of schools’ secondary transfer 
initiatives (Galton et al, 1999) and a particular need for more contemporary, process-
focused (as opposed to impact-focused) evaluations of Primary Ethos initiatives.  It 
was immediately apparent therefore, that in addition to meeting school stakeholder 
needs and contributing to developing the school’s knowledge and practice, an 
evaluation of the school’s Foundation Group could usefully address gaps within the 
existing literature and research base. Further detail regarding the rationale behind 
the evaluation is given in both the critical literature review and the empirical study. 
 
1.3   The context for the research 
 
The research was undertaken by the author between September 2007 and 
September 2008, whilst working as a Trainee Educational Psychologist for a 
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medium-sized, West Midlands Educational Psychology Service (EPS), serving a 
socio-economically and ethnically diverse city.  As can be seen in Appendix 3 (p161) 
(Description of the Foundation Group and the school context), the secondary school 
in which the Foundation Group initiative is conducted is located in a materially 
deprived area of the city, with many more pupils than average eligible for free school 
meals, with over a third of pupils from minority ethnic groups, and with a higher than 
average number of pupils with special educational needs (SEN). Indeed it was in an 
effort to reverse the pattern of underachievement found in those pupils arriving at the 
school with low educational achievement, little English, low self-esteem and 
behavioural issues, that the school decided to implement the Year 7 ‘Foundation 
Group’ initiative.   
 
1.4   The remit of the evaluation 
 
In their initial request, whilst the school knew that they wanted evaluative support for 
ascertaining i) whether the Foundation Group was effective ii) which aspects of the 
Foundation Group contributed to its effectiveness and iii) how the Foundation Group 
could be improved, school stakeholders did not stipulate a specific type of evaluation, 
nor a timeline in which the evaluation should be completed.  This therefore enabled 
the author to work in a way which reflected her preferred orientation as a researcher, 
social constructionist and collaborative, and to shape the evaluation focus and design 
to meet both school stakeholders’ and her own needs, purposes and interests.   
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Whilst the methodology section of the empirical study (Chapter 3) outlines how 
frameworks and mechanisms were applied by the researcher to ensure that the 
evaluation was constructed collaboratively, for example the Research and 
Development in Organisation (RADIO) model (Knight and Timmins, 1995), and the 
Evaluation Steering Group (Timmins et al, 2006), what the research paper cannot 
adequately convey (due to word count limitations) was the lengthy deliberation and 
'progressive focussing' process (Parlett and Hamilton, 1976) which the steering group 
worked through during the course of several early negotiation meetings.  For 
example, within the early steering group meetings school stakeholders asked the 
author if, in addition to evaluating the Year 7 Foundation Group, she would also be 
able to evaluate the newly established Year 8 Foundation Group initiative.  After 
discussion it was agreed that this would not be feasible since the two initiatives 
differed in their rationale, remit and operation. With the author working with the 
school as a lone researcher this process of deliberation and negotiation proved to be 
essential in narrowing the focus and remit of the evaluation to arrive at a meaningful, 
and yet feasible evaluation plan for the author to work from. 
 
1.5   Influencing factors 
 
When considering the 8,000 word empirical study (Chapter 3) the reader is asked to 
consider two main factors which influenced the design and execution of the 
evaluation: 
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i) The ‘real world’ context in which the evaluation was conducted. 
ii) The author working as a lone researcher with the school. 
 
1.5.1  Conducting ‘real world’ research 
 
Robson (1993) writes about the challenges of investigations involving people and 
practices in ‘real life’ situations.  From the early steering group meetings it became 
apparent to the researcher that the object of the evaluation (the Foundation Group) 
was a continually evolving and dynamic entity (as opposed to a fixed and static 
entity), with a multitude of elements, or, as Robson (1993) terms them, ‘intervening 
processes’ for potential exploration within the evaluation (for example relationships 
between staff and pupils, the organisation of the initiative, entrance and exit criteria, 
perceptions of those within and without the initiative etc). It was in recognition and 
anticipation of the complexity inherent in the task ahead that the author turned to the 
literature on two evaluation approaches which specifically cater for complexity: 
Process Evaluations (Robson 1993) and Illuminative Evaluations (Parlett and 
Hamilton, 1976), and subsequently used these approaches (as opposed to traditional 
outcome evaluation approaches) as a guide for designing and conducting the 
evaluation.   
 
Aside from the complexity of the initiative itself, further issues arising from the ‘real 
world’ nature of the evaluation related to working with the school stakeholders, who, 
like the researcher, were subject to considerable time pressure and competing work 
demands.  Two of the main challenges encountered by the author included: i) 
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difficulties in accessing school stakeholders between steering groups meetings; ii) 
school stakeholders not always being able to follow through with agreed actions (for 
example, ensuring that parental consent slips were completed and returned, thus 
necessitating follow-up phone-calls to parents prior to interviews).  Whilst these 
challenges resulted in the author having to make some unilateral and on-the-spot 
decisions, the author accepted such challenges as part and parcel of the real world 
research process. 
 
1.5.2   Working as a lone researcher  
 
Other than quality supervisory support (please refer to the ‘Acknowledgements’ 
page) the author represented the sole researcher working with the school on the 
evaluation.  It was with this in mind that, following agreement that the evaluation 
would consist of both an ‘impact’ and a ‘process’ strand, the steering group agreed 
that responsibilities would need to be delegated between the author and the school.  
Since: 
 
i) the ‘process’ strand would make the most significant contribution to the UK 
research base on Primary Ethos initiatives and was therefore of greater 
relevance to the author’s needs and interests; and 
 
ii) the school already had access to a considerable amount of quantitative 
data which provided evidence of impact and an in-school data analyst who 
was willing to collate and analyse the data, 
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the steering group agreed that the author should take primary responsibility for the 
‘process’ strand and the school should take primary responsibility for the ‘impact’ 
strand.  Thus, whilst the empirical study reports on the findings of the ‘process’ 
strand, it should be noted that the author also contributed to the ‘impact’ strand, both 
directly (through gathering qualitative data pertaining to impact) and indirectly 
(through providing consultation to the school's data analyst).  Chapter 3 therefore 
represents a partial, as opposed to a complete account of both the author’s 
involvement with the school and the evaluation itself. 
 
1.6   The nominated journals 
 
With the intention that the evaluation would contribute to developing the 
understanding and practice of not only the school staff involved in the evaluation, but 
of a wider audience of interested educational practitioners (for example special 
educational needs coordinators, inclusion coordinators, teachers, educational 
psychologists), the empirical study (Chapter 3) was written with submission to a peer-
reviewed and yet practitioner-orientated journal such as ‘Support for Learning’ in 
mind.  ‘Support for Learning’ examines the practical and theoretical issues 
surrounding the education of pupils with special educational needs (SEN) in schools, 
and particularly welcomes papers reporting on strategies which eliminate 
underachievement and promote best practice.  In addition to fulfilling this criteria by 
reporting on an initiative aimed at raising the attainment of vulnerable Year 7 pupils 
(all of whom require additional support for learning), the empirical study applies 
theory and research (for example in relation to evaluation models and approaches for 
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maintaining continuity at secondary transfer) to a ‘real world’ evaluation, and is 
therefore well suited to a journal which aims ‘to act as a bridge between academics 
and practitioners’ (Philip Garner, Editor of Support for Learning). 
 
With the author wishing to use the critical literature review as an opportunity to 
undertake an extensive, academic exploration of the educational and psychological 
theory and research behind different approaches to secondary transfer, this chapter 
was written with a more academic and psychological peer-reviewed journal, such as 
the ‘British Journal of Educational Psychology’ in mind.  This journal welcomes 
review and theoretical papers and aims to promote the exchange of psychological 
theory and educational application through disseminating to a broad readership, 
including researchers, practitioners and students.  This seemed an appropriate 
choice for a paper which, whilst not irrelevant to educational practitioners, would 
more likely appeal to those with a particular academic interest in secondary transfer 
research and practice.  For a copy of the instructions for authors for the two 
nominated journals please refer to Appendix 1 (p133).  
 
1.7   Introduction to the remainder of the volume 
 
In the following two chapters the reader is presented with a critical literature review 
‘Secondary Transfer, the ‘Continuity Debate’ and the ‘Primary Ethos’ Approach: A 
Review of the Literature’ (Chapter 2), and an empirical study ‘An Illuminative Process 
Evaluation of a Year 7 ‘Primary Ethos’ Initiative for Vulnerable Pupils' (Chapter 3).  
Whilst the two papers have been written and referenced independently, the reader 
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should find that the critical literature review builds a clear argument and rationale for 
the focus of the empirical study.  In order to draw the volume to a conclusion, chapter 
4, ‘Concluding Commentary’ presents some post hoc reflections on the chosen 
evaluation approach, the contribution of the research to knowledge development, and 
suggestions for future research. 
 
From p133 the reader will find substantial appendices, which, in addition to furnishing 
the reader with supplementary detail regarding various aspects of the evaluation (for 
example descriptive information regarding the initiative, the school and the pupils 
involved, ethical information and examples of data analysis), contain two stakeholder 
briefings: one for the literature review (Appendix 2, p136) and one for the empirical 
study (Appendix 16, p180).  Whilst the former simply ‘tells the story’ of the literature 
review via a power point presentation, the reader is encouraged to make particular 
reference to the empirical study stakeholder briefing for a more detailed report of the 
evaluation’s findings, with a greater number of interviewee quotations. 
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Chapter 2.  Secondary Transfer, the ‘Continuity Debate’ and the ‘Primary Ethos’ 
Approach: A Review of the Literature 
 
2.1   Abstract 
 
This review presents an analysis and synthesis of past and current research and 
educational practice in relation to secondary transfer.  After setting the wider context with 
a general overview of secondary transfer research, the review focuses in on a debate, 
‘continuity vs discontinuity’, which has recently re-emerged within the secondary transfer 
literature.  After examining the theoretical underpinnings and research evidence for both 
sides of the debate (which centres around whether pupils benefit from continuity or 
discontinuity at secondary transfer), four previous research studies exploring one 
particular approach to maintaining continuity, the ‘Primary Ethos’ approach, are 
reviewed.  Although, as with the ‘continuity vs discontinuity’ debate itself, the idea of 
maintaining a primary ethos within a secondary or middle school setting is not a new 
one, in light of the government’s recent re-think about continuity (arising from  Galton et 
al’s (2003) DfES report, 'Transfers and Transitions in the Middle Years of Schooling (7-
14): Continuities and Discontinuities in Learning'), and the fact that there are so few 
published evaluations of Primary Ethos initiatives available, it is of particular interest to 
examine studies which have evaluated this approach.  The literature review concludes by 
arguing that there is a clear need for further evaluations of Primary Ethos initiatives, and 
particularly of those which target vulnerable pupils.  In addition, the review also highlights 
a need for Primary Ethos evaluations which take a broader view than simply measuring 
impact, and evaluations which seek to elicit and report on the views of the pupils and 
other key stakeholders involved.  
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2.2   Introduction 
 
There is now a considerable body of research, accumulated over the last four 
decades, to show that for a significant minority of pupils, the transfer from primary 
school to secondary school has a negative impact on pupils’ social, emotional and 
academic development (Rudduck et al, 1996; Suffolk Local Education Authority, 
1997; Hargreaves and Galton, 2002 and Galton et al, 2003). This body of research 
can be broadly divided into two main themes:  
 
• research exploring the impact of secondary transfer on pupils’ social and 
emotional development; and 
 
•  research exploring the impact of secondary transfer on pupils’ academic 
development. 
 
Historically there has been a bias towards research exploring the former (social-
emotional impact), as opposed to the latter (academic impact) (Galton et al, 1999; 
Galton et al, 2000).  From reviewing past research with a social-emotional focus, 
studies appear to have explored either i) pupils’ response to the immediate transfer 
period, or ii) pupils’ subsequent adjustment to, and experience of secondary school.   
In order to set the wider context for the remainder of the literature review, the aims of 
this introductory section are as follows: 
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• to present some of the key findings of secondary transfer research with a 
social-emotional focus (the findings of this body of research will be reported 
under two headings corresponding to the areas stated above: pupils' response 
to the immediate transfer period and pupils' subsequent adjustment to 
secondary school); 
 
• to present some of the key findings of secondary transfer research with an 
academic focus; and  
 
• to present some conclusions from the secondary transfer research which will 
set the context for the ensuing debate. 
 
2.2.1   Pupils' social-emotional response to the immediate transfer period 
 
Research which has explored pupils’ response to the immediate transfer period 
includes studies which have used positivist, experimental methodologies, and studies 
which have used more interpretive and qualitative methodologies.  In the former 
category are studies which have used questionnaires, surveys and inventories in an 
attempt to measure changes in pupils’ attitudes and personality characteristics 
across the transfer period, for example the ORACLE (Observation Research and 
Classroom Learning Evaluation) study, published in Galton and Willcocks (1983).  
Falling into the latter category, ‘pupil voice’ studies have become increasingly popular 
in recent years, due in part to support from the government and other agencies, for 
example The Qualifications and Curriculum Authority (QCA).  These studies, for 
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example Durkin (2000), Tobell, (2003), Pratt and George (2005) and Maras and 
Aveling (2006), have supplemented the more traditional, large scale surveys of pupil 
attitudes, by generating rich insights into the views and experiences of the pupils 
themselves.  
 
Taken together, this body of research has consistently highlighted pupil anxiety as a 
transitional difficulty (see Nisbet and Entwistle, 1969; Youngman, 1978 and Measor 
and Woods, 1984).  Perhaps more usefully however, the qualitative studies 
undertaken in this area have contributed to a sophisticated understanding of why the 
transfer experience may have a negative impact on pupils.  Such studies have found 
pupils to be concerned with the organisational aspects of transfer such as finding 
their way around school, arriving to class on time, and finding lockers (Wood and 
Caulier-Grice, 2006).   Other reasons highlighted by studies have included concerns 
about personal safety and possessions, self-image and status, and concerns about 
how to act in situations (Rudduck et al, 1996). 
 
2.2.2   Pupils' subsequent adjustment to secondary school 
 
A smaller sub-group of studies have used a longitudinal design to explore the issue 
of pupils’ longer-term adjustment to secondary school.  One of the earliest studies 
was conducted by Youngman and Lunzar (1977).  Youngman and Lunzar followed 
1500 pupils in urban and rural schools beyond the transfer period and identified a 
‘disenchanted cluster’ whose engagement with school declined over time, and a 
‘worried’ group of pupils whose academic performance declined over time.  Through 
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using attitude inventories and questionnaires, the much-quoted original ORACLE 
study (see Galton and Willcocks, 1983) found that Year 7 pupils’ motivation and 
enjoyment increased during the first term, but by the end of the Year 7 both levels 
had fallen below that of the final term of primary school.    A major longitudinal study 
conducted by Rudduck et al (1996) followed over 80 pupils from three 
comprehensive schools through Year 8 to the end of Year 11.  Through interviewing 
pupils this study highlighted a decline in pupils’ learning commitment and a loss of 
impetus towards the end of Year 7, and particularly in Year 8.   
 
Building upon this earlier research, the ORACLE replication study (Hargreaves and 
Galton, 2002) found that pupil motivation rose immediately after transfer but then 
declined throughout Year 7.  This study also found that by the end of Year 7 pupil 
enjoyment had seriously declined.  More recently, Galton et al (2003) measured 
pupils’ attitudes across and beyond the transfer period and found that by the end of 
Year 7, many pupils were finding school a less enjoyable experience than when they 
were in primary school. This UK research is in line with American reviews of 
research, which have also found evidence of a ‘downturn’ in motivation following the 
initial period of adjustment in the secondary school (Wigfield et al, 1991; Anderman 
et al, 1994).  With research indicating that many pupils disengage after settling into 
secondary school, it is not surprising that a study of attendance in English schools 
found that 47% of all pupils play truant for the first time in the two years following the 
transfer to secondary school (Schagen et al, 2004).  
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Fortunately the social-emotional emphasis which exists in the secondary transfer 
literature has been matched by a greater number of school and local authority 
initiatives, which have tended to focus on addressing the personal and social aspects 
of transfer.   Following a comprehensive review and survey of secondary transfer 
literature and practice in schools, Galton et al (1999) concluded that schools were 
concentrating most of their efforts on the managerial, personal and social aspects of 
transfer, at the expense of the curriculum and pedagogic aspects (this issue is 
discussed in more detail later). A popular initiative has been pre-transfer induction 
days which allow pupils to familiarise themselves with their new school before the 
school term starts.   As a testament to schools’ efforts in addressing the social-
emotional aspects of secondary transfer, Galton, Hargreaves, Comber, Wall and Pell 
(1999) found that, compared with twenty years ago, many of the ‘typical’ pupil 
concerns identified in earlier social-emotional studies, for example Dutch and McCall 
(1974), Youngman (1978) and Jennings and Hargreaves (1981), had been 
eliminated or substantially reduced.  This led Galton et al (1999) to conclude the 
schools have become ‘…remarkably successful at smoothing the path of transfer and 
making the move to the new school less stressful’ (p27). 
 
Although the majority of secondary transfer studies have focused on the social and 
emotional adjustment of pupils (Galton et al, 2000) there have been a small number 
of UK research studies which have focused on the impact of secondary transfer on 
pupil’s academic progress.  The main findings of these studies are reported below. 
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2.2.3   The impact of secondary transfer on pupils’ academic progress 
 
Unlike other researchers in this field, since the 1970s Maurice Galton and colleagues 
have maintained an interest in the impact of secondary transfer on pupil progress 
and attainment.  Their original ORACLE study (see Galton and Willcocks, 1983), 
conducted between 1975 and 1980, followed a cohort of pupils in 5-9 and 5-11 
feeder schools and found that nearly 40% of pupils made either losses or no gains in 
absolute terms on standardised tests of language, mathematics and reading in their 
first year following transfer. In support of this finding, a study undertaken by Suffolk 
Local Education Authority (Suffolk LEA, 1997) found that Year 7 pupils’ reading 
progress ‘dipped’ across the transfer period and that for some pupils, their progress 
in mathematics went back by as much as a year.  In addition, further evidence for the 
hiatus in academic progress has been provided by a replication of the ORACLE 
study (Hargreaves and Galton, 2002) with findings indicating that up to two out of 
every five pupils failed to make expected progress during the year following 
secondary transfer.  The existence of a ‘dip’ in academic progress has been 
confirmed by evidence from national inspections i.e. Ofsted (1999). In addition, North 
American research also supports the UK findings with studies (for example, 
Alspaugh, 1998) demonstrating that student performance drops on transfer from 
elementary school to junior high school, but that there is no concomitant drop for 
those pupils who remain in elementary schools and do not change schools until they 
are 15 or 16. 
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The lack of studies exploring the impact of secondary transfer on pupils’ academic 
attainment may in part be due to the inherent difficulties in assessing progress across 
the transfer period.  For example, Marshall and Brindley (1998) highlight problems of 
comparability between measures used to assess progress at Key Stages 2 and 3, 
and the validity of comparing equivalent levels across different Key Stages has also 
been challenged (William, 2001; Galton et al, 2003).  Nevertheless, Galton et al 
(2003, p59) concluded that, even when allowing for the unreliability of Year 7 
estimated scores expressed in terms of Key Stage 3 levels, the relatively high 
proportion of the sample failing to make the expected progress suggests that certain 
pupils still appear to be underperforming in the period following secondary transfer.   
 
Given these findings about the negative impact of secondary transfer on Year 7 
pupils’ progress and attainment, Galton et al (1999) were understandably concerned 
when their comprehensive review of UK schools’ secondary transfer practice found 
virtually no evidence of schools working to address the academic aspects of transfer.  
Less than 5% of responding schools reported using any initiative to develop closer 
co-operation in matters of teaching or learning.  Galton et al (1999) proposed a 
number of reasons to explain schools’ lack of progress in addressing this issue, with 
a key reason being little support at local level for secondary transfer initiatives with an 
academic focus to be evaluated.  Galton et al (1999) pointed out that ‘Without 
evaluation…it is difficult for schools to know whether their efforts have been cost 
effective’ (p33).  Other reasons offered included differing perspectives of primary and 
secondary teachers (Marshall and Brindley, 1998) and, as previously mentioned, 
difficulties with measuring progress across the transfer period. 
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Encouragingly, there is evidence to suggest that schools are now paying more 
attention to the academic aspects of transfer.  For example, in their survey of 
schools’ transfer practice, Galton et al (2003) found that, in contrast with three years 
earlier, schools were paying increased attention to curriculum and pedagogic issues 
at transfer.  However, they still stated that ‘Schools need further encouragement to 
pursue initiatives that place increased emphasis on the academic, rather than the 
social aspects of transfer ’ (Galton et al, 2003, piii). 
 
2.2.4   Conclusions from the research on the impact of secondary transfer 
 
Having surveyed the literature it would appear that, although schools have 
succeeded in addressing the social-emotional aspects of transfer, and making 
secondary transfer a smoother and less stressful experience for pupils (for example, 
see Galton et al, 1999), two main issues continue to present problems for schools: 
 
i) The hiatus in pupils' academic progress following secondary transfer;  
 
ii) The decline in some pupils’ enjoyment of, and engagement with secondary 
school following the initial ‘settling in’ period.  
 
Whilst these would appear to be two separate problems, they have both been partly 
attributed to a lack of curriculum continuity and an incompatibility of teaching 
methods used between Key Stages 2 and 3 (Delamont and Galton, 1986; Galton et 
al, 1999; Galton et al, 2000).  The Department for Education and Skills (DfES) has 
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defined the concept of curriculum continuity as knowing which topics have already 
been covered, knowing what skills and understandings have been well established, 
and knowing the pace and style of previous lessons in the subject (Wood and 
Caulier-Grice, 2006, p156).  In the next section of the literature review the issue of 
continuity will be discussed in more detail, and a recently re-emerged debate about 
continuity will be explored.      
 
2.3   The ‘continuity debate’ 
 
Until 2003 a debate about continuity had not been apparent within contemporary UK 
secondary transfer literature; curriculum and learning continuity across the secondary 
transfer period had been an assumed virtue (Galton et al, 2003) and evidence 
pointing to a lack of curriculum continuity and incompatible teaching methods (see 
Galton and Willcocks, 1983; Gorwood, 1986; Galton et al, 1999; Hargreaves and 
Galton, 2002) had been used to explain both the hiatus in academic progress and the 
pupil disengagement issue.  For example, Rudduck et al (1996) concluded that 
discontinuities in the learning experience of pupils was a more important issue than 
the anxiety and stress of transfer, whilst Galton et al (1999) stated, ‘After transfer, 
some pupils may also lose ground because they feel that that they are going over 
work that they have already done’ (p19).  Hargreaves and Galton (2002) claimed that 
the effects of curriculum continuity problems on pupils’ approach to learning were 
clearly demonstrated through their classroom observation study, undertaken as part 
of their ORACLE replication study.  Their study found that pupils’ ‘on task’ behaviour 
in English, mathematics and science fell significantly across the transfer period.  In 
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addition, they also found that most secondary mathematics teachers preferred to 
‘start from scratch’.  They claimed that as a result, the slower pupils became 
confused about having to master the same topic, and the more able pupils became 
bored because the work was not matched to the level they have already achieved in 
primary school.   
 
As Galton et al (2003) stated therefore, ‘The dominant assumption has been that 
continuities in pupils’ learning need to be strengthened’ (pv).  As a result of this 
dominant assumption Galton et al’s (1999) DfES report urged schools to focus on 
strengthening curriculum and learning continuity across the transfer period.  
Promoted continuity strategies included the use of bridging units, teacher liaisons 
and exchange of information between primary and secondary schools.   
 
 In their 2003 survey, Galton et al presented evidence to suggest that the 
government’s approach had been reflected in schools’ practice.  For example, they 
found that 46% of recorded transfer initiatives addressed the area of curriculum 
continuity.  This contrasted with their 1999 survey which found that 90% of reported 
transfer initiatives were concerned either with administrative matters or easing the 
passage of pupils from primary to secondary school. 
 
The ‘continuity debate’ to which the author has referred then, has largely arisen out 
of Galton et al’s (2003) DfES report, ‘Transfer and Transitions in the Middle Years of 
Schooling (7-14): Continuities and Discontinuities in Learning’.  Galton’s report 
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explicitly questions the long-held assumption that pupils need continuity across all 
aspects of transfer.  It states: 
 
‘The dominant assumption has been that continuities in pupils’ learning need 
to be strengthened.  But when we tuned in to what Y6 and Y7 pupils were 
saying it became clear that while continuity matters for some aspects of 
transfer, discontinuity is also important – especially for pupils.’ (pv)   
 
Although (somewhat unhelpfully) Galton's report does not explicitly specify which 
particular aspects of transfer need to be characterised by discontinuity, its reference 
to the need for ‘a shift in focus towards strategies that sustain the ‘excitement’ of 
learning beyond the initial stages of transfer’ (pvi) and recommendation that primary 
and secondary schools should ‘establish common frameworks for advances in 
pedagogy by progressively developing pupils’ experiences of, and capacity to 
manage, learning in different ways’ (pvi),  appears to indicate that it is a discontinuity 
in pedagogy or teaching approaches that is being recommended, rather than a 
discontinuity in the curriculum.  This would link with research which has attributed 
secondary school pupils’ loss of motivation to disappointed expectations about what 
lessons at the ‘big school’ would be like (for example, see Rudduck et al, 1996; 
Galton et al, 1999).  
 
Interestingly, in their 2006 report ‘Fade or Flourish’ which contains a chapter on 
transitions and transfers, Wood and Caulier-Grice appear to have substituted the 
concept of ‘discontinuity’ for the concept of ‘progression’.  Thus, whilst Galton et al 
(2003) urge schools to ‘review the balance of continuities and discontinuities’ across 
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the transfer period (p113), Wood and Caulier-Grice (2006) suggest that ‘both 
continuity and sufficient progress are necessary for successful transfer’ (p153).  
However, whilst one would assume that, in agreement with Galton et al’s (2003) 
report, Wood and Caulier-Grice are referring to ‘progression’ in terms of pedagogy, 
they suggest that schools should give ‘less focus to continuity through content, and 
more to continuity in terms of environment and pedagogy. This could mean 
introducing elements of the Year 7 structure in Year 6 and elements of Year 6 into 
Year 7’ (p180).  The way in which introducing elements of Year 6 into Year 7 would 
contribute to creating sufficient progression (or discontinuity) in pedagogy for pupils 
to sustain the ‘excitement’ of learning in Year 7 is unclear.  This suggestion also 
directly contradicts an earlier recommendation in the same report, which states that 
secondary schools should consider marking pupils' new status as secondary 
students with ‘symbolic changes in classroom practice' (p180).  It would seem 
therefore, that there is a certain amount of ambiguity and confusion surrounding 
Galton et al’s (2003) recommendation that schools should be reviewing the balance 
of continuities and discontinuities across the secondary transfer period. 
 
2.3.1   Theory and research underpinning the ‘pro-discontinuity’/’progression’ view  
 
Putting to one side the undoubtedly important question of what should remain 
continuous and what should be discontinued for pupils as they move across the 
transfer period, what is clearer is the theoretical basis and underpinning assumptions 
of the ‘pro-discontinuity’ or ‘progression’ view.  The Galton et al (2003) study states: 
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‘For young people, being a year older matters.  Pupils want – and expect – to 
be treated more like adults and to have more autonomy and trust; 
disappointment can lead to disengagement.  Their increasing social maturity 
needs to be marked and planned for by yearly enhancements of opportunities 
and responsibilities.’   (pvi) 
 
This view is influenced by theory and research, mainly arising out of the United 
States, which links some of the problems of secondary transfer to adolescence.  For 
example, Anderman et al (1994) have attributed ‘the disturbing downturn in 
motivation’  (p288) seen following secondary transfer, to the complicating effects of 
puberty, and in particular, to the mismatch between the environment of learning in 
the school, and pupils’ ‘heightened awareness of emerging adulthood’ (p288).  
Anderman et al (1994) suggest that problems arise when young peoples’ increasing 
sense of social maturity, combined with their expectations for being treated like an 
adult, are not matched by opportunities for more responsibility and autonomy in the 
new setting. This is more than simply an adolescent motivation issue, although as 
Anderman et al (1994) point out, ‘issues of motivation have a degree of uniqueness 
and a special sense of urgency about them during the middle years’ (p287). The 
issue here is about the developmental needs of early adolescents. For example, 
Anderman et al (1994) state that early adolescence is characterised by a period of 
socio-cognitive development which is best nurtured by a strong sense of autonomy, 
independence, self-determination, and social-interaction.  Hirsch (1998) recognised 
this when he emphasised the need to ‘offer a curriculum that is appropriate to the 
developmental and learning needs of the young adolescent’ (p73).   However, Hirsch 
(1998) provided a sobering reality check when he stated that it is unlikely that any 
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country ‘has come to formulate the education of children (during this period) mainly in 
terms of their own specific needs and characteristics’ (p71).    
 
Whilst recent UK secondary transfer research appears to have somewhat neglected 
to adopt a developmental perspective, Galton et al (2000) make an interesting link 
between the history of UK secondary school practice and these two points of view 
(pro-continuity and pro-discontinuity/progression).  Galton et al (2000) state that, as 
the comprehensive system expanded in the 1970s, schools tended to take one of two 
approaches to dealing with the issue of secondary transfer.  One approach was to 
extend the primary school ethos for the first year of secondary school.  This involved 
keeping Year 7 pupils away from their older peers by having one form teacher to 
teach the pupils for most lessons in their own special base area.  The contrasting 
approach was for secondary schools to introduce specialist subject teaching, often 
accompanied by setting or banding for key subjects, from the first day of the autumn 
term.   
 
According to Galton et al (2000) the latter approach has been underpinned by the 
view that secondary transfer is a ‘rite of passage’, a term used by Glaser and Strauss 
(1971) to describe a period in life where individuals experience a change of status (in 
this case emerging from childhood into adolescence).  The ‘rite of passage’ view fits 
with the adolescent research mentioned above, in its underlying assumption that 
secondary school pupils need to feel that they are being treated differently to how 
they were treated at primary school.  From a historical perspective, it could also be 
traced back to the Hadow report of 1926 (cited in Nisbet and Entwistle, 1969).  This 
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report argued for ‘a clean cut across our public education system at the age of 11 
plus’ and justified age 11 as being the appropriate age of transfer by relating it to the 
onset of puberty: 
 
‘There is a tide which begins to rise in the veins of youth at the age of eleven 
or twelve.  It is called by the name of adolescence.  If that tide can be taken at 
the flood, and a new voyage (secondary transfer) begun in the strength and 
along the flow of its current, we think it ‘will move on to fortune’.  We therefore 
propose that all children should be transferred at the age of eleven or 
twelve…’ (see Nisbet and Entwistle, 1969, p17) 
 
The Hadow Report attempted to justify this ‘clean cut’ proposal by linking the 
beginning of a new stage in education with the beginning of a new phase in children’s 
lives.  The report proposed that education falls naturally into two divisions or phases: 
 
1. Primary education, the education of childhood; and 
2. Post-primary education, the education of adolescence. 
 
In 1969 Nisbet and Entwistle believed that this way of thinking had entered deeply 
into our attitudes to secondary education.  Some 39 years later it would seem that 
this way of thinking is still present, with recent literature suggesting that in some 
cases, this view is still being used by teachers and schools as an excuse not to 
address the continuity issue. For example, as one explanation for why schools were 
not addressing the academic aspects of transfer, Galton et al (1999, p6) suggested 
that ‘some secondary teachers still cling to the principle of the ‘fresh start’.   
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2.3.2   Theory and research underpinning the ‘continuity’ view  
 
In contrast to the ‘pro-discontinuity/progression’ view, the main assumption 
underpinning the ‘continuity’ view is that pupils benefit from continuity across and 
beyond the secondary transfer experience and that the greater the difference (or 
discontinuity) between the environments at primary and secondary schools, the more 
difficult it is for pupils to adjust (Wood and Caulier Grice, 2006). Although as will be 
discussed in more detail, there is a distinct lack of UK research exploring pupils’ 
views on matters of continuity and discontinuity at secondary transfer, a qualitative 
‘pupil voice’ study undertaken by Tobell (2003), offers a contrasting perspective to 
that given by Galton et al (2003) .  
 
Tobell (2003) conducted in-depth interviews with thirty Year 7 pupils and found that 
nearly all of them complained that their secondary teachers treated them like they 
were adults, when in fact they felt that they were still children.  Tobell (2003) stated, 
‘There was a general feeling that they (the pupils) were supposed to take 
responsibility for themselves but didn’t quite feel able for the task’ (p10) and quoted 
one of the pupils as saying ‘….at secondary school we’re treated like adults, but 
we’re not, teachers need to get to our level’ (p10).  This finding directly contradicts 
Galton et al’s (2003) assertion that ‘Pupils want – and expect – to be treated more 
like adults and to have more autonomy and trust’ (pvi) and at the very least, suggests 
that this is not a unanimous view amongst all new secondary pupils.   
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Just as the ‘rite of passage’ view has been justified through developmental 
psychology, so too has the ‘continuity’ view.  For example, in their argument against 
the Hadow report’s (1926) conclusions, Nisbet and Entwistle (1969) stated that the 
weight of psychological evidence favoured the view that young people need 
continuity rather than a ‘clean cut’ at transfer.  Having conducted extensive research 
in an attempt to identify the ‘correct’ age for secondary transfer, Nisbet and Entwistle 
(1969) concluded that individual differences made this impossible. They further 
concluded that there were no psychological grounds for prescribing age limits for 
secondary transfer and pointed out that ‘a basic principle of child development is the 
continuity of growth’ (p97).  They expanded on this point by stating: 
 
‘Development of mind and personality is continuous – the onset of puberty 
does not produce marked changes in behaviour or thinking.  Consequently the 
transition from primary to secondary education should extend over the whole 
period from age ten to age thirteen.  These years should be regarded as a 
transitional period, during which there is a gradual change in curriculum and 
styles of teaching.’  (p20) 
 
In taking this view Nisbet and Entwistle (1969) still recognised that ‘even 
psychologists seek to distinguish stages in this growth’ and that ‘categorising into 
stages is both necessary and helpful’ (p97).  As such, Nisbet and Entwistle were not 
suggesting that different educational stages should be eliminated, but that there 
should be ‘a smooth transition from one to the next’ (p97) and that, ‘whatever the 
pattern of organisation, the need for integration of stages remains dominant’ (p98).   
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2.3.3   A note about middle schools 
 
At this point it seems both appropriate and necessary to say something about middle 
schools, since middle schools are often thought of as being underpinned by the 
concept of continuity.  According to Galton et al (2000) however, middle schools first 
came into being, not as a result of an educational philosophy, but as a result of 
secondary school reorganisation during the 1970s. Galton et al (2000) describe the 
conception of middle schools as follows:  
 
‘Faced with a need to create a comprehensive system without spending vast 
sums of money, most local authorities reorganised the education system 
around the existing stock of building and then sought, subsequently, to provide 
an educational justification for the chosen scheme’. (p342)   
 
Since this literature review focuses on the more common two-tier system (in which 
pupils transfer from Key Stage 2 to Key Stage 3 at the age of 11), the issue of middle 
schools will not be discussed in any further detail within the present paper.  It should 
be noted however, that one of the Primary Ethos studies that will be reviewed later in 
this paper (Galton and Willcocks, 1983) did explore the impact of a continuity 
initiative (a ‘Primary Ethos’ approach) in two middle, as opposed to secondary 
schools.  Although one of the middle schools catered for pupils aged 11-14 (meaning 
the pupils were of secondary transfer age anyway) the other middle school was a 9-
13 school, meaning that the pupils were two years younger than the age at which 
pupils typically transfer.  
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2.3.4   Vulnerable young people and transition 
 
Whilst the importance of maintaining continuity at secondary transfer for all pupils 
could be justified by Nisbet and Entwistle’s (1969) ‘continuity of growth’ argument, it 
could be said that the psychology of vulnerable young people at points of transition 
also provides a strong theoretical justification for using approaches which promote 
continuity.  Although individual differences mean that the experience of secondary 
transfer will affect different children in different ways, research indicates that there 
are certain groups of pupils who are particularly vulnerable to the negative effects of 
transfer.  For example, based on their secondary transfer studies, Galton et al (2000) 
identify the children most at risk during the transfer process as being the younger, 
less mature, less confident pupils; ones of a non-academic disposition, often from 
poor social and economic backgrounds. In addition there is evidence to suggest that 
children of certain ethnic backgrounds encounter greater difficulties than average at 
transition (Galton et al, 2000).  For example, Schagen et al (2004) found that high 
levels of unauthorised absence strongly correlated with children for whom English 
was an additional language.   
 
With regards to the longer-term experience of secondary school, a recent study 
found that children with special educational needs (SEN) were twice as likely as their 
peers without SEN to drop out of secondary school (Stodden et al, 2003). When 
asked why they dropped out, these students cited failing at school, not getting along 
with teachers, and not keeping up with school work as key reasons (Anderson et al, 
2000).   
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Wood and Caulier-Grice (2006) argue that some students, due to their social, 
emotional and behavioural problems and/or lack of basic literacy and numeracy 
skills, are ‘simply not prepared for the move to secondary school and will find it 
difficult to access the full curriculum’ (p153).  They warn that unless some form of 
remedial action is taken promptly, ‘these children’s inability to access the curriculum 
and therefore keep up with their peers can only accumulate each year, with 
disengagement and non-attendance as likely outcomes.’  (p153).  One form of 
remedial action is a ‘Primary Ethos’ initiative.  
 
2.4   Defining a ‘Primary Ethos’ initiative 
 
The concept and definition of a ‘Primary Ethos’ initiative has been used flexibly by 
researchers and educationalists to refer to any secondary, or middle school initiative, 
which aims to promote continuity by replicating some elements of the primary school 
organisation for a particular group of pupils.  As such, documented Primary Ethos 
initiatives vary considerably in their aims, the particular primary school elements they 
choose to replicate, the pupils at whom they are aimed, and the contexts within which 
they are conducted.   
 
It is important to note that, although they may adopt a nurturing approach, Primary 
Ethos initiatives are not the same as secondary ‘Nurture Groups’. ‘The Nurture Group 
Network’ defines a Nurture Group as ‘a small supportive class of up to 12 children 
which provides a secure, predictable environment where the different developmental 
needs of each child are catered for’ (The Nurture Group Network, 2007).  Although 
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Nurture Groups have traditionally been implemented in primary schools, in recent 
years there has been an increasing interest in the use of Nurture Groups in 
secondary schools.  Whilst the rationale and justification for secondary Nurture 
Groups is similar to the rationale for Primary Ethos initiatives (for example, that some 
vulnerable pupils are not prepared for secondary school and therefore require 
remedial action), Nurture Groups have clear theoretical underpinnings which relate to 
the work of Majorie Boxall (e.g. Boxall, 2002).  Other differences include the specific 
focus of Nurture Groups on pupils with delayed social, emotional and behavioural 
skills and the specific criteria, qualifications, and registration process which need to 
be undertaken in order for an initiative to be classed as a Nurture Group. 
 
Due to the afore-mentioned variability between Primary Ethos initiatives the author 
would argue that: 
 
i) any conclusions drawn from research examining Primary Ethos initiatives 
need to acknowledge this variability; and 
 
ii) this variability provides a strong rationale for evaluations of Primary Ethos 
initiative to include a detailed description of the initiative, the processes 
that are involved in the initiative, and the context within which the initiative 
takes place.  
 
This second argument would be advocated by proponents of Process Evaluations 
(see Robson, 1993).  Process Evaluations look beyond the traditional concern with 
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measuring outcomes to focus on answering the arguably more challenging ‘How?’ 
and ‘What is going on?’ questions. As Robson (1993) points out, answering such 
questions ‘may be a crucial part of an evaluation as, without this kind of examination, 
the nature of what is being evaluated may be obscure or misunderstood’ (p180). 
Adopting a similar perspective, Parlett and Hamilton’s (1976) ‘Illuminative Evaluation’ 
approach emphasises the importance of acknowledging and describing the complex 
‘learning milieu’ within which initiatives are conducted.  By this Parlett and Hamilton 
are referring to the social-psychological and material environment in which students 
and teachers work together and the resultant network of cultural, social, institutional, 
and psychological variables which interact in complicated and unique ways. 
 
2.4.1   Prevalence of Primary Ethos initiatives 
 
Although there is evidence that Primary Ethos initiatives have been used in 
secondary schools as far back as the 1960s (for example, see Nisbet and Entwistle, 
1969) and that this approach was routinely used by schools in the 1970s (see Galton 
et al, 2000), there are very few accounts or evaluations, either published or 
unpublished, to be found in the literature.  Since Galton et al (2003) have highlighted 
a lack of evaluations of secondary transfer initiatives to be a general problem, it 
seems that the lack of evaluations of Primary Ethos initiatives is simply a reflection of 
this wider issue, rather than an indication that they are not being implemented within 
secondary schools.  As Wood and Caulier Grice (2006) point out, without a 
mechanism, such as a central database which gives details of current transfer UK 
initiatives taking place in schools, it is difficult to determine how common various 
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initiatives are.  Although Galton et al (2003) have set up an online ‘resource file’ onto 
which schools can post examples of their secondary transfer initiatives, only a 
relatively small number of schools (approximately 97 at the time of writing this paper) 
have used this facility.   
 
Kutnick et al (2005) state that the use of Primary Ethos initiatives has decreased 
significantly since the introduction of the National Curriculum and the greater 
emphasis given to specialist subject teaching at the primary level.  This point has 
been used in arguments against Primary Ethos approaches since the 1970s.  For 
example, Nash (1973) argued that since ‘integrated approaches’ (where subjects are 
combined and taught through topics) did not operate at the top end of the junior 
school, there was little point in introducing and maintaining them in the first year after 
secondary transfer.  This point is now particularly pertinent since Galton and 
MacBeath (2002) have presented evidence that the upper years of primary 
schooling, partly due to the preoccupation with testing, are becoming increasingly like 
secondary schools. Galton et al (2003) have also highlighted this issue by stating 
‘what appears to be now happening is that much existing secondary practice has 
been incorporated into Year 6’ (p49).  Galton et al (2003) concluded that the squeeze 
on the curriculum and the restricted range of pedagogy employed in Year 6 has 
implications for teaching at the lower end of secondary school, and that as a result 
issues of continuity and progression around the secondary transfer period may need 
to be re-evaluated.   
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When considering the prevalence of Primary Ethos initiatives, it is possible that 
Galton et al’s (2003) paper which promotes the idea of a balance between continuity 
and discontinuity, may have deterred schools from selecting to use this approach to 
address the problems of secondary transfer.  Nevertheless, after reporting on a 
Primary Ethos project taking place in a school in Kent, Wood and Caulier-Grice 
(2006) give examples of other schools that are planning on introducing primary 
elements into Year 7 (see p170).  It would seem therefore, that Primary Ethos 
initiatives are still being considered and used by schools, although to what extent 
remains unclear. 
 
2.4.2   Review of the findings from three early Primary Ethos studies 
 
In this section three early studies which explored variations of Primary Ethos 
initiatives will be reviewed:  
 
• Philip’s (1968) ‘The Effect of Changes in the Traditional Transfer Procedure in 
Children’s Adjustment to Secondary School’ reported in Nisbet and Entwistle’s 
(1969) ‘The Transition to Secondary Education.’ ; 
 
• Dutch and McCall’s (1974) ‘Transition to Secondary – an Experiment in a 
Scottish Comprehensive School.’ ;  and 
 
• Galton et al’s (1975 – 1980) 'ORACLE Transfer Study', reported in Galton and 
Willcocks (1983) ‘Moving from the Primary Classroom’.  
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Tables 1 - 3 present a summary of the salient features of each of these studies and 
their respective initiatives.  All three studies were conducted over 20 years ago by 
well-known researchers in the field of secondary transfer. Philip’s (1968) and Dutch 
and McCall’s (1974) studies were conducted in Scotland whilst Galton et al’s (1975 – 
1980) ORACLE study was conducted in England.  Although these studies are now 
dated, with the exception of a fourth, very recent study which will be reviewed 
separately in the following section, they would appear to be the only published 
studies of ‘Primary Ethos’ initiatives which are referred to in past and current UK 
secondary transfer literature. 
 
 
Philip (1968)  ‘The Effect of Changes in the Traditional Transfer Procedure in Children’s 
Adjustment to Secondary School’ reported in Nisbet and Entwistle (1969) 
 
 
Description of the 
‘Primary Ethos’ 
initiative 
 
Description: Pupils experienced a ‘transitional phase’ in which, for their 
first year of secondary school, they worked with only two teachers and 
were taught English, history and geography as a block of project time. 
 
Aim: To support pupils’ social and emotional adjustment to secondary 
transfer. 
   
 
Research design 
and methods. 
 
The impact of the transitional phase on pupils’ level of adjustment to 
secondary school was assessed through a detailed comparison of essays 
written by pupils who experienced the transitional phase with essays 
written by pupils who had previously entered the school in the traditional 
way.  Pupils were selected for comparison so that the groups were 
matched on verbal reasoning, social class, sex and primary school 
attended.  
 
 
Key findings and 
conclusions of the 
study 
 
Attitudes: After six weeks in the secondary school there was a highly 
significant difference between the attitudes of the two groups, with only 
12% of the experimental group showing any negative attitudes toward 
school in comparison with 33% of the control group.  Improvements were 
greatest for the boys, the brighter children and the working class children. 
 
Conclusion: Nisbet and Entwistle (1969) claimed that this experiment 
provided strong evidence that the traditional transfer procedure does 
provide an unnecessarily sharp break for most children, and that making 
practical organisational changes in the secondary school could help to 
overcome the difficulties presented by transfer.   
 
Table 1.  Salient features of Philip’s (1968) study. 
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Dutch and McCall (1974) ‘Transition to Secondary – An Experiment in a Scottish 
Comprehensive School’ 
 
 
Description of 
‘Primary Ethos’ 
initiative 
 
Description:  A ‘transition department’ was set up by a large, new 
secondary school for pupils in their final year of primary school.  Although 
physically separate from the secondary school, the transition department 
was run as part of the secondary school.  During their year in the transition 
department pupils were gradually introduced to teachers from certain 
subjects so that they would be more prepared for the secondary specialist 
teaching situation.  
 
Aim:  To reduce pupil anxiety and improve pupil attitudes to school at the 
time of transfer, whilst having no negative effect on attainments in the 
basic subjects. 
 
 
Research design 
and methods 
 
The study adopted an experimental, cross-sectional design to explore the 
impact of the transition department on pupils’ academic attainment, 
attitudes, personality characteristics and friendship relations.  The 
researchers tested three successive year groups towards the end of their 
first term in secondary school; the first group had directly transferred to the 
secondary school and the other two groups had spent one year in the 
transition department prior to transfer.  The quantitative measures used 
included attainment tests, personality inventories, a test of school anxiety 
and school dislike, a Thurstone type scale and a sociometric test. 
 
 
Key findings and 
conclusions of the 
study 
 
Attainment: Pupils who attended the transition department scored similarly 
on tests of English and mathematics as pupils who transferred in the 
traditional way. 
 
Attitudes: With regard to anxiety about and attitude to school there was a 
consistent, though slight trend towards results that suggest favourable 
effects of the transition department experience.  This trend was found to 
be more apparent for girls and for pupils from very small primary schools.  
Pupils of average and low ability who experienced the transition 
department 'were significantly less anxious than their counterparts who 
transferred in the traditional way'. 
 
Personality: The most clear cut differences between the groups were 
found in relation to effects on the pupils’ personality.  The children who 
experienced the transition department were found to be considerably more 
extraverted and more stable than their counterparts who transferred 
directly.  
 
Conclusion:  Dutch and McCall (1974) concluded that the transition 
department had had a small but sometimes significant positive effect on 
the social/emotional aspects of the pupil’s development, and that this 
effect was considerably more marked for girls and pupils from small 
schools. 
 
Table 2.  Salient features of Dutch and McCall’s (1974) study. 
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Galton et al’s (1975-1980) ORACLE ‘Transfer Study’ (Galton and Willcocks, 1983) 
 
 
Description 
of ‘Primary 
Ethos’ 
initiative 
 
Description: The two middle schools (a 9-13 school and an 11-14 school) adopting 
a primary ethos were described as follows: 
 
School 1: ‘School APT was a purpose built middle school with four base areas… 
all the 9 year olds were contained in the first-year complex in three 
classes….although the children were taught by almost as many teachers as the 
pupils in AST (the comparison school which adopted a secondary approach), the 
majority of teaching was done by the form teacher…the curriculum was also 
organised in a very similar way to that in the previous school and as far as possible 
children were encouraged to organise and plan their own learning….’ (p15). 
 
School 2: ‘School BPT had a first year base area with a separate adjacent play 
area.  Although mathematics and science were taught by specialist teachers this 
school operated a common curriculum for social studies across all the classes and 
this was taught by the form teacher who in most cases also taught English….when 
the pupils had to have other teachers they tended to come from a small group of 
the staff who were seen around a great deal within the base area.’(p15) 
 
 
Research 
design and 
methods 
 
The study compared two middle schools that adopted a ‘Primary Ethos’ approach 
with two middle schools that adopted a ‘secondary’ approach.  Pupils’ enjoyment 
of school, levels of motivation and anxiety were measured using a short 
questionnaire based on an instrument called ‘What I Do In School’ (WIDIS) derived 
and adapted by Bennett (1976).  This was administered in the June before 
transfer, in the November after transfer and again in the Summer after transfer.   
Pupils’ basic skills attainment was measured using short versions of the Richmond 
tests of reading, language skills and mathematics (France and Fraser, 1975) 
during the final term in the primary school and at the end of the first year in the 
transfer school.  Systematic observation was carried out in a small number of 
lessons.  These observations led to a coding of behaviour under a number of pre-
specified categories in order to compare pupils’ behaviour after transfer with that 
seen in the previous two years. Finally, participant observation and interviews with 
teachers and pupils in two classes was also used to understand what it was like in 
these school settings.     
 
 
Key findings 
and 
conclusions 
of the study 
 
Attitudes: In the two middle schools that maintained a 'Primary Ethos', although 
anxiety in the immediate period after transfer was reduced, anxiety increased 
during the first year, reaching a peak just before the pupils were set to depart from 
the primary area at the beginning of Year 8.  This was in contrast to the schools 
that adopted a secondary approach.  In these schools anxiety was highest in June 
before transfer, declined in November and again in the following June.   
 
Achievement: The middle schools that attempted to preserve a 'Primary Ethos' 
during the first year after transfer did no better and no worse in terms of pupil 
progress overall, than schools adopting a secondary style. 
 
Conclusion:  Galton and Willcocks (1983) concluded that ‘Despite the efforts of 
some schools to organise the lives of the pupils in ways which preserved as much 
of the primary atmosphere as possible, the curriculum and the teaching were 
remarkably similar to that which existed in schools which offered a secondary type 
atmosphere from the beginning.’  (p170) 
 
Table 3.  Salient features of Galton et al’s (1975-1980) ORACLE study. 
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As stated in the previous section, the Primary Ethos initiatives explored in the three 
studies differed in their aims, their organisation and their target group.  For example, 
the ‘transitional phase’ described by Nisbet and Entwistle (1969) took place in a 
secondary comprehensive school and involved all Year 7 pupils, the ‘transition 
department’ described by Dutch and McCall (1974) was set up by a secondary 
school but targeted pupils in their final year of primary school, and the two schools 
maintaining a primary ethos in Galton et al’s (1975 - 1980) ORACLE transfer study 
were actually middle schools.  
 
Recent reviews of secondary transfer literature have concluded that the findings of 
these three Primary Ethos studies yielded mixed results (Galton et al, 2000, p344; 
Kutnick et al, 2005, p34; Wood and Caulier-Grice, 2006, p170).  For example, Galton 
et al (2000) report that whilst Nisbet and Entwistle found maintaining a primary ethos 
to have a profound and positive effect, ‘Dutch and McCall (1974) were less 
convinced of the effectiveness of strategy’ (p346). Galton et al (2000) state that 
Dutch and McCall (1974): 
 
‘agreed that compared to a control school, where pupils changed to a 
secondary style curriculum immediately after transfer, there were consistent 
though slight improvements in attainment, attitude, and personality measures.  
However, they argued that these outcomes measures were confounded by 
other variables such as ability.’ (p344) 
 
From reading Dutch and McCall’s (1974) research paper, ‘the author would argue 
that Galton et al’s (2000) interpretation is somewhat misleading.  Although Dutch and 
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McCall (1974) did highlight their use of a cross-sectional design as being a limitation 
to their study, they presented evidence (pupil test scores) which indicated that, at 
least of terms of attainment, the experimental and comparison groups were similar, 
with only a very small difference.  They therefore concluded that it seemed justifiable 
to make direct comparisons between these groups (see p287).  Moreover, even 
when accounting for this limitation (along with two other identified limitations of their 
study) Dutch and McCall (1974) still concluded that ‘the children from the transition 
department were found to be better adjusted in the social and emotional domains 
than those who had not had this experience’ (p282).  Interestingly, although not 
reported by Galton et al (2000), Dutch and McCall (1974) found this positive effect to 
be more marked for girls, pupils of low and average ability, and pupils from small 
primary schools.   
 
In support of Dutch and McCall’s (1974) findings, Nisbet and Entwistle (1969) also 
reported positive results in the social-emotional domain.  They found that after six 
weeks, only 12% of the pupils who experienced the Primary Ethos initiative showed 
any negative attitudes towards school, in comparison with 33% of pupils who 
transferred in the traditional way.  In contrast to Dutch and McCall’s (1974) finding 
about girls, Nisbet and Entwistle (1969) found that the improved adjustment was 
more clearly defined and reached statistical significance for the boys.  They also 
found this to be the case for ‘brighter’ children, and ‘working class’ children. 
 
The ORACLE transfer study (Galton and Willcocks, 1983) found that the middle 
schools which maintained a primary ethos did no better and no worse in terms of 
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pupil progress, than schools adopting a secondary style approach by introducing 
streaming and specialist subject teaching from day one. This supports Dutch and 
McCall’s (1974) finding that the pupils who attended the transition department scored 
similarly on tests of English and mathematics as the pupils who transferred in the 
traditional way. Of some concern however, is the ORACLE study’s finding in relation 
to the impact of the Primary Ethos approach on pupil anxiety.  Galton and Willcocks 
(1983) reported that in the two middle schools which maintained a primary ethos, 
although pupils’ anxiety in the immediate period after transfer was reduced, anxiety 
increased during the first year, reaching a peak just before the pupils were set to 
depart from the primary area at the beginning of Year 8.  This was partly attributed to 
the fact that the pupils were being tested at the end of the year, and the results of 
these tests were being used to set and band them in the following year (see Galton 
and Willcocks, 1983, p174). Another explanation offered by Galton and Willcocks 
(1983) however, related to a finding by Nash (1973) that pupils transferring to the 
Primary Ethos schools had been given false expectations by their primary school 
teachers about what they could expect from their new school. 
 
In summary, the author would conclude that whilst recent literature reviews may have 
down-played Dutch and McCall’s (1974) findings, it is fair to state that the evidence 
regarding the effectiveness of Primary Ethos approaches, based on these early 
studies, has indeed been mixed.  Although Nisbet and Entwistle (1969) and Dutch 
and McCall (1974) both reported positive effects in the social-emotional domain, the 
ORACLE study’s finding that pupil’s anxiety increased towards the end of the first 
year has led Wood and Caulier-Grice (2006) to suggest that in some cases, 
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maintaining a primary ethos may increase stress and adjustment trauma, and that it 
therefore needs to be done with care.  Wood and Caulier Grice (2006) have also 
warned that separating Year 7 children from the rest of the school may merely delay, 
rather than solve the problems associated with secondary transfer.   
 
Before drawing conclusions about the effectiveness of Primary Ethos approaches 
however, it is important to remember the point made earlier - that although each of 
the studies explored the impact of a Primary Ethos initiative, each of the initiatives, 
and the contexts within which they were situated, varied considerably.  Moreover, it is 
important to consider that in all three studies, the initiatives targeted all pupils in their 
post-transfer year, rather than any identified ‘vulnerable’ group.  Since a key 
theoretical justification for retaining a Primary Ethos is the idea that certain pupils are 
vulnerable and may therefore benefit from an extension of their primary school 
experience, it is of great relevance to examine studies which have implemented 
Primary Ethos initiatives specifically for vulnerable pupils.  This is one justification for 
separately reviewing a fourth Primary Ethos study, the ENABLE evaluation (Bryan 
and Treanor, 2007).  Before introducing this final study however, the three studies 
described above will now be critiqued in a little more detail. 
 
2.4.3   Critique of the three early Primary Ethos studies  
 
From Tables 1-3 it can be seen that all 3 studies used quantitative methods usually 
associated with the positivist research tradition in order to examine the impact of the 
schools adopting the Primary Ethos approach on pupils’ attitudes, personality 
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characteristics, and in the case of the latter two studies, academic attainment across 
the secondary transfer period. According to Cohen et al (2000) the essential feature 
of experimental research is the deliberate control and manipulation of conditions 
which determine the events in which researchers are interested.  Of the three 
studies, Dutch and McCall’s (1974) could be classed as the closest to experimental 
research, although all three studies compared an experimental group with some form 
of comparison group, and all three studies attempted to either control and/or 
measure variables, including specific pupil characteristics such as anxiety, and 
concepts such as pupil adjustment.  
 
By using an experimental method as a model for their exploration of social 
phenomena (the impact of secondary transfer) the studies assumed that, as in the 
natural world, pupil variables can be explained, predicted and controlled.  Moreover, 
in taking this approach all three studies are underpinned by the realist view that 
reality is external to individuals, and therefore objects and phenomena have an 
independent existence.  These realist ontological assumptions are evident at a very 
fundamental level in Dutch and McCall’s (1974) study, when they identify ‘school 
anxiety’, ‘extraversion’ and ‘neuroticism’ as variables to be measured, without 
exploring social constructions or individual interpretations of these concepts, or 
justifying their selection of these concepts over other aspects of ‘personality’.   
 
The author would argue that in their preoccupation with measuring impact, these 
studies have made only a limited contribution to theorists’ and practitioners’ 
understanding of Primary Ethos initiatives/approaches.  For example, of the three 
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studies, only one, Galton et al’s ORACLE transfer study, attempted to look beyond 
impact to explore what was happening in the middle schools that maintained a 
Primary Ethos.  As only one strand of large-scale, longitudinal research project, the 
ORACLE transfer researchers were able to employ ethnographic methods 
(participant observation and interviews) in order to investigate and document the 
curriculum, teaching practices and experiences of pupils in the Primary Ethos middle 
schools.  Whilst these insights could potentially have been of great value to 
educational practitioners considering using a Primary Ethos approach however, the 
author would suggest that the way in which the findings were subsequently reported, 
that is integrated within a broader commentary on curriculum issues, teaching 
practices and experiences of pupils in both types of middle school (those adopting 
the Primary Ethos approach and those adopting the ‘secondary’ style), with no clear 
section reporting key issues or pupil views regarding the Primary Ethos approach, 
somewhat limits the value of the study in this respect (see part IV, chapters 6 - 8 of 
Galton and Willcocks’ (1983) ‘Moving from the Primary Classroom’). 
 
In the author’s view a further way in which the value of these early Primary Ethos 
studies is limited (particularly Dutch and McCall’s and Nisbet and Entwistle’s) is in 
their lack of pupil voice.  Although Nisbet and Entwistle (1969) used a pupil essay 
technique to explore the pupils’ subjective experiences of being part of the initiative, 
in pursuit of evidence of impact, the rich qualitative data were then subjected to ‘a 
more precise analysis’ (p91).  This involved the researchers using the pupils’ essays 
to gain an overall impression of their level of adjustment to secondary school, and 
converting this impression into a measure of adjustment, consisting of three 
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categories (A, B and C, with A indicating no identified adjustment difficulties).  
Although Nisbet and Entwistle (1969) do signpost readers to ‘a detailed report of the 
comparison between the essays written by the two groups of pupils’ (p91) in an 
Aberdeen MEd thesis written by Phillip (1968), this is an unpublished thesis and the 
author is therefore unaware of how this comparison was undertaken and reported 
(that is whether Philip’s thesis presents a qualitative or quantitative analysis of the 
pupils’ views). 
 
By not allowing the pupils to ‘set the agenda’ and express their own experiences and 
feelings, free from the constraints of particular lines of enquiry pursued through 
questionnaire/test items or pre-conceived coding methods, these studies started out 
with preconceptions and assumptions about how the transfer experience might 
impact upon the pupils and therefore which particular impact ‘variables’ might warrant 
systematic investigation.  In taking this approach it is very likely that the three studies 
missed out on valuable information, not only with regards to areas of impact that 
were not explored (for example, impact on pupils’ relationships with peers and 
teachers, impact on pupils’ home experiences and family) but perhaps more 
importantly, with regards to the pupils’ views on different aspects of the Primary 
Ethos initiatives themselves, for example what the pupils did and did not enjoy about 
the initiatives.  Had such information been gathered and triangulated with the views 
of other key stakeholder groups (for example, staff and parents) this may have 
helped to illuminate which aspects of the Primary Ethos initiatives were successful, 
and which aspects needed to be re-evaluated or improved. 
 
  45
Aside from legal, ethical and moral justifications for gaining pupils’ views (see for 
example The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, 1989; 
Department for Education and Skills (DfES) Special Educational Needs Code of 
Practice, 2001) the author would therefore argue that there is a strong case to be 
made for Primary Ethos evaluations which allow young people to express their views 
and feelings about initiatives which are ultimately designed to benefit them.  Without 
such evaluations, any theoretical explanations that are generated with regards to why 
Primary Ethos initiatives are or are not effective, and for which pupils in which 
circumstances, will be limited by the frameworks imposed by impact researchers. 
 
As stated earlier, a fourth and final Primary Ethos study, the ENABLE evaluation 
(Bryan and Treanor, 2007), will now be reviewed.  This study is reviewed separately 
since, aside from it representing a far more contemporary piece of Primary Ethos 
research, it is distinct from the three earlier studies in three main ways: 
 
1. Unlike the three Primary Ethos initiatives previously described, ENABLE 
specifically targeted the lowest attaining Year 7 pupils; a group who have 
already been shown to be particularly vulnerable at the time of secondary 
transfer (for example, see Nisbet and Entwistle, 1969). 
 
2. Whilst the three early Primary Ethos studies focused predominantly on 
measuring impact, the ENABLE evaluation also explored the implementation 
and operation of the initiative.  By paying attention to the features that were 
required for the successful operation of the initiative, the study draws out key 
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lessons learned with respect to replication and implementation, and in doing 
so, demonstrates the potential for future roll-out of Primary Ethos initiatives. 
 
3. Unlike the previous studies, the ENABLE evaluation draws heavily on the 
views of the pupils involved in the initiative. 
 
2.5   The ENABLE evaluation 
 
The ENABLE (Eastbank Network for Academic, Behavioural and Learning 
Education) evaluation (Bryan and Treanor, 2007) was commissioned by the Scottish 
Executive Education Department (SEED) and was conducted between March 2005 
and September 2006.  The ENABLE project was one of three pilot initiatives which 
aim to improve the transition between primary and secondary schools in Scotland. 
Whilst ENABLE was similar to the initiatives previously described in that it used a 
combination of primary teaching methods, an adapted curriculum, smaller class sizes 
and a reduced number of teachers, it differed in the fact that the pupils experienced 
the initiative for two years (to the end of S2 or Year 8) before returning to 
‘mainstream’ lessons. Most significantly however, it also differed in its main aim – to 
raise the literacy and numeracy attainment of the lowest attaining pupils, whilst at the 
same time improving their experiences of transition into secondary school.  As such, 
it could be said that ENABLE was an academic initiative as much as it was a social 
and pastoral initiative. 
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Although Bryan and Treanor (2007) describe their methodological approach simply 
as a ‘process and outcome’ evaluation, it could be said that the aims of their 
‘process’ strand were similar to the aims of Illuminative Evaluation (Parlett and 
Hamilton, 1976).  As advocated by Parlett and Hamilton (1976) ENABLE’s process 
strand explored how the initiative operated, how it was influenced by the school 
context in which it was applied (the ‘learning milieu’), what those directly concerned 
regarded as its advantages and its disadvantages, and how students were affected 
by it.  By undertaking such an ‘intensive study of the program as a whole’ (Parlett and 
Hamilton, 1976), Bryan and Treanor (2007) attempted to discover and describe what 
it felt like to be part of the initiative, as well as identifying the initiative’s most 
significant features and critical processes.  Most significantly perhaps, and closely 
aligned with the ultimate aim of Illuminative Evaluation, the evaluation sought and 
succeeded in addressing and illuminating a complex array of questions, extending 
beyond the traditional evaluation questions ‘Does it work?’ or even ‘What impact has 
it had on the pupils?’ 
 
In order to achieve this more holistic exploration, the ENABLE evaluation used both 
qualitative (focus groups with pupils and interviews with staff) and quantitative 
(analysis of school-based data pertaining to literacy and numeracy) data gathering 
methods.  This enabled the researchers to explore the impact of the initiative in a 
broader sense than the three previous studies.  For example, in addition to exploring 
the impact of the initiative on pupils’ motivation, self-esteem, confidence and 
attainment, the evaluation also explored the impact of the initiative on pupils’ 
reintegration into ‘mainstream’ classes, the impact of the initiative on teachers, and 
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the impact of the initiative on non-ENABLE classes. In addition, by adopting a flexible 
evaluation design, the researchers were able to explore key issues that arose 
through consultation with stakeholders (staff and pupils) and which appeared to be of 
particular significance.  Such issues included the potential stigmatisation of pupils in 
the ENABLE class and the experience of pupils moving out of the ENABLE group. 
 
2.5.1   Main findings of the ENABLE evaluation 
 
To summarise, the 'impact' strand of the ENABLE evaluation presented both 
qualitative and quantitative data which indicated that overall the initiative had had a 
positive impact on pupils’ motivation, self-esteem, confidence, attendance and 
attainment.  Supplementary to this however, the 'process' aspect of the ENABLE 
evaluation raised a number of interesting issues associated with maintaining a 
Primary Ethos, for example: 
 
• The mixed feelings experienced by the pupils with regards moving out of the 
initiative and back into mainstream lessons in S3 (Year 9).  Some of the pupils’ 
responses were reported to indicate ‘a dependence on the ENABLE teacher 
allied to concerns about the sudden change’ (p102). 
 
• Although it was not felt that ENABLE pupils were stigmatised by other pupils, 
an issue emerged about the school’s lack of openness and communication to 
pupils about what exactly the  ENABLE initiative was (p99). 
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• It was found that pupils required sustained personal and academic support 
when they moved out of the ENABLE initiative and back into mainstream 
classes.  Teachers raised concerns about the expectations from pupils and 
parents of a certain level of input that was difficult to sustain post-ENABLE 
(p103).   
 
The first issue about the feelings of pupils in the run-up to departure from ENABLE, 
supports the ORACLE study’s finding that pupils’ anxiety increased as they were 
about to depart from the primary area (Galton and Willcocks, 1983).  Just when it 
seems as though Wood and Caulier-Grice (2006) may be correct when they suggest 
that Primary Ethos approaches simply delay rather than solve a problem however, 
the ENABLE evaluation goes on to report that the S3 (Year 9) ex-ENABLE pupils 
with whom the researchers consulted ‘were very enthusiastic and positive about their 
experiences in the ENABLE class’ (p103).  It reports that only one ex-ENABLE pupil 
expressed the desire to have been in mainstream classes all along, and states that: 
 
‘the view that the ENABLE programme prepared the pupils for integration with 
the mainstream S3 curriculum was unanimous.  They (the pupils) believed that 
they would have found it more difficult to cope if they had been in mainstream 
all along’ (p103).   
 
It would seem therefore, that although the departure from ENABLE did cause the 
pupils to experience some anxiety, in retrospect the pupils felt that it had been worth 
it, and were glad that they had been part of the initiative. 
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Interestingly, with regards to the debate about whether young people need continuity 
or discontinuity following secondary transfer, the ENABLE evaluation did report the 
following: 
‘A small number of pupils complained that in fact their school work was too 
easy and said they felt they were treated as though they were still in primary 
school….These pupils would like to take on some more challenging school 
work and to be ‘treated like first years’ rather than P7 (primary) pupils’ (p100).  
 
It was noted however, that this was a minority view, and that the majority of the 
ENABLE pupils were happy with the support they received through ENABLE.  This 
would support the view that pupils who are deemed vulnerable because they are low-
attaining, need and are grateful for remedial action or specialist provision in the form 
of a 'Primary Ethos' approach. 
 
As already stated, one way in which the ENABLE evaluation extends upon the 
findings of the three previous studies is in its illumination of pupil and teacher 
perceptions of what made the initiative successful.  For example, pupils identified the 
social aspect of the initiative, the relationship they had with their ENABLE teachers, 
the teaching styles used by their ENABLE teachers, and the smaller class sizes as 
being important factors.  In support of the pupils’ views, the teachers also felt that 
relationships and smaller class sizes were key factors. This led the researchers to 
conclude that the relationship between the ENABLE teachers and pupils was one of 
the most successful elements of the project (p103). With regards to factors that 
contributed to increased attainment, teachers also mentioned working at the 
children’s level, and having a slower pace of learning.   
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2.5.2   Critique of the ENABLE evaluation 
 
Having reviewed the previous studies it is clear that the ENABLE evaluation has 
made a substantial and much needed contribution to the modest body of research 
exploring the use of the Primary Ethos initiatives in secondary schools.  However, 
just as there were limitations to the three previous studies, so too are there limitations 
to the ENABLE evaluation.  A key criticism is that, although the published study 
briefly outlines the qualitative and quantitative methods used, the researchers omit to 
describe the procedures that were undertaken, for example how the qualitative data 
were analysed and how the qualitative conclusions were arrived at, in sufficient detail 
to enable replication and critique.   
 
With regards to the data gathering methods, although in the introductory chapter the 
researchers do state some of the aims of their qualitative consultation, it is not clear 
how these aims were translated onto interview or focus group schedules. Without 
knowing what interviewees or focus group participants were questioned about, how 
they were questioned (for example using open or closed, direct or indirect questions), 
or how the interview data were recorded or analysed, it is difficult to determine to the 
validity of the reported findings.  
 
Although qualitative research does not aim for reliability and validity in the positivistic 
sense, Cresswell and Miller (2000) recommend that qualitative researchers should 
explain their analytical approach and engage in verification techniques to 
demonstrate how themes were identified and meanings analysed.  In the results 
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section although the authors do give some approximate indication of how frequently 
certain views were expressed by stakeholders i.e. ‘some pupils felt…’, ‘most 
ENABLE pupils…’, ‘the majority were worried…’ these labels are neither explained 
nor used consistently.  In addition, although there is some evidence that the authors 
used a triangulation technique i.e. ‘Consultation with teachers suggested that there 
was no stigma attached to being in ENABLE.  Interviews with pupils investigated 
whether this was indeed the case’ (p99) this is also not explained and does not 
appear to have been used systematically.   As a result of these omissions, the reader 
is left feeling unclear about a great many aspects of the study’s procedure and 
methods and therefore uncertain about the credibility of the qualitative conclusions. 
 
2.6   Future directions for Primary Ethos research 
 
In summary, the author's review of four previous Primary Ethos studies highlights the 
need for further Primary Ethos evaluations which: 
 
• provide a clear and detailed description of the initiative and its context, thus 
enabling judgements to be made about the applicability and potential 
generalisability of the study’s findings to other school contexts; 
 
• illuminate the processes involved in running Primary Ethos initiatives.  This 
could include an exploration of key issues that arise, and an identification of 
features that are perceived to be necessary for successful implementation and 
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operation.  This information would demonstrate potential for future roll-out of 
Primary Ethos initiatives in other schools; 
 
• seek to elicit the views of pupils, and other key stakeholders involved in the 
initiative.  This data could then be used as a basis for generating theoretical 
explanations about the psychological processes involved with running Primary 
Ethos initiatives;  
 
• adopt a flexible design which not only permits the systematic exploration of 
key issues highlighted in previous studies, for example pupils' awareness and 
understanding of the initiative they are experiencing (ENABLE) and pupils' 
feelings about and response to their reintegration back into mainstream 
classes (ENABLE and ORACLE), but also any further issues which arise 
through consultation with stakeholders; and  
 
• describe their methodology and methods in sufficient detail to enable readers 
to make informed judgements about the validity and reliability of the findings 
being reported. 
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2.7   Conclusion 
 
In the introductory section of this critical literature review the author summarised a 
body of research which has shown that for a significant minority of pupils the 
experience of secondary transfer continues to have a negative effect on their social, 
emotional and academic wellbeing.  For some pupils this negative effect takes the 
form of a hiatus in academic progress, for others it manifests as a loss of enjoyment 
and disengagement with the experience of secondary school.  Prior to the publication 
of Galton et al’s (2003) DfES report, ‘Transfer and Transitions in the Middle Years of 
Schooling (7-14): Continuities and Discontinuities in Learning’ and particularly 
following Galton et al’s (1999) DfES report ‘The Impact of School Transitions and 
Transfer on Pupil Progress and Attainment’, the dominant assumption amongst 
educationalists has been that continuities in pupils’ learning need to be strengthened 
(Galton et al, 2003).  As a result, there has been a documented increase in the 
number of schools using initiatives which aim to promote curricular and learning 
continuity across the transfer period (Galton et al, 2003).   
 
In their emphasis on maintaining elements of the primary school organisation, 
Primary Ethos initiatives, which have been used by some secondary schools as far 
back as the 1960s, could be classed as a ‘pro-continuity’ approach.  The author's 
review of four previous studies of Primary Ethos initiatives would indicate that, 
although there do appear to be some issues related to pupils moving out of the 
initiative (e.g. pupil anxiety, pupil preparedness and post-initiative support), this 
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approach can result in positive outcomes for pupils, and particularly for those pupils 
who are in some way vulnerable or ill-prepared for the demands of secondary school.  
 
Through suggesting that young people need a ‘balance of continuities and 
discontinuities’ during the secondary transfer period, it could be said that Galton et 
al’s (2003) report has not only challenged a long-held ideology (i.e. that pupils need 
continuity at points of transition), but has rendered Primary Ethos initiatives 
somewhat redundant.  Having considered the research and theoretical evidence for 
both sides of the 'continuity vs discontinuity' debate the author would argue that in 
light of: 
 
1. the ambiguity and confusion surrounding Galton et al’s idea of ‘balancing 
continuities and discontinuities’ across the transition period; 
 
2. the findings of Tobell’s (2003) research which suggest that, at the very least, 
not all pupils wish to be treated like adults when they transfer into secondary 
school;  and 
 
3. the research evidence which has indicated that Primary Ethos initiatives have 
resulted in positive outcomes for pupils, and particularly for those pupils who 
are in some way vulnerable or ill prepared for the demands of secondary 
school (e.g. Bryan and Treanor, 2007), 
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Primary Ethos initiatives should not be dismissed purely on the grounds that 
continuity is no longer ‘in vogue’ with the government. 
 
The author would argue that, in their search for a ‘one-size-fits-all’ solution to the 
problems of secondary transfer, Galton et al’s (2003) study has failed to take into 
account the fact that individual differences mean that different pupils will have 
different needs during and beyond the secondary transfer period.  As Wood and 
Caulier-Grice (2006) have pointed out, due to their social, emotional and behavioural 
problems and/or lack of basic literacy and numeracy skills, some pupils may simply 
not be ready for secondary school. It is difficult to imagine how such vulnerable pupils 
might benefit from discontinuities in their learning experiences, when they were 
already struggling to access their primary education.    
 
Perhaps therefore, as opposed to schools striving to create this elusive, yet idealised 
balance of continuity and discontinuity for all pupils, it would be better for schools to 
be thinking in terms of different approaches for different groups of pupils, based on 
pupils’ individual developmental needs. If research suggests that certain groups of 
pupils are more vulnerable to the negative effects of transfer, then perhaps schools 
should be referencing this research in order to help them identify who these groups 
are, and to decide what additional support they might need.  This was the thinking 
behind the ENABLE evaluation; staff at Eastbank Academy recognised that ‘the least 
able, most vulnerable pupils were often held back by poor emotional development’ 
and that some pupils ‘were struggling because of a lack of basic skills’ (p89).  In 
responding to this realisation with a tailor-made programme (ENABLE), Eastbank 
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Academy did what Hirsch (1998) has criticised international educational systems for 
not doing enough of; formulating the education of young people in terms of their own 
specific needs.     
 
Taken together, the four Primary Ethos studies reviewed in this paper have provided 
some evidence to suggest that low attaining, vulnerable pupils can benefit from a 
Primary Ethos approach. In order for this argument to be strengthened however, 
there is a clear need for further evaluations of initiatives which adopt a Primary Ethos 
approach to support vulnerable pupils.  The author's critique of the existing research 
base has led to the conclusion that there is a particular need for Primary Ethos 
evaluations which are formative, as well as summative in their purpose. Such 
evaluations look beyond the traditional concern with measuring outcomes to 
generate knowledge and understanding regarding the issues and processes involved 
with running Primary Ethos initiatives for vulnerable young people.  The author would 
argue that evaluations which attempt to explore how and why initiatives are effective, 
as well as for whom, and in what circumstances, make a more valuable contribution 
to educational theory and practice than evaluations which simply set out to 
demonstrate impact on pupils.  Finally, since pupils reside at the heart of Primary 
Ethos initiatives, the author would argue that their views and experiences should 
from the central component of any evaluation. 
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Chapter 3.  An Illuminative Process Evaluation of a Year 7 ‘Primary Ethos’ 
Initiative for Vulnerable Pupils 
 
3.1   Abstract 
 
When a West Midlands secondary school requested support with evaluating their Year 7 
‘Foundation Group’ initiative, the author (a Trainee Educational Psychologist) saw an 
opportunity to contribute to an evaluation which, in addition to meeting the needs of 
school stakeholders, would complement and extend the limited research base on the use 
of ‘Primary Ethos’ approaches for maintaining continuity for vulnerable pupils at 
secondary transfer. Whilst the complete evaluation consisted of both an ‘impact’ and a 
‘process’ strand, this paper focuses on the qualitative interview study undertaken by the 
author for the ‘process’ strand, since it is this element of the evaluation which makes the 
most significant contribution to the Primary Ethos literature.  The interview study set out 
to answer five collaboratively negotiated process questions, employing semi-structured 
interviews with three sets of stakeholder groups (pupils, staff and the Head teacher) in 
order to generate a rich picture and enable triangulation of views.  In addition to providing 
further insights into two issues highlighted in previous Primary Ethos research (moving 
out and pupil awareness), the evaluation resulted in the identification of three 'supportive 
factor' themes: ‘The Foundation Group Staff’; ‘Flexibility and Freedom’ and ‘Support for 
Learning’, seven areas for development and three issues pertinent to the school.  
Following discussion of the implications of the findings for the school, the paper 
concludes by highlighting the value of process evaluations for informing initiative 
development and organisational learning. 
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3.2   Introduction: a review of the literature 
 
There is now a considerable body of evidence to show that, for a significant minority 
of pupils, the transfer from primary to secondary school has a negative impact on 
pupils’ social, emotional and academic development (for example, see Ruddock et al, 
1996; Suffolk LEA, 1997, Hargreaves and Galton, 2002 and Galton et al, 2003).  
From reviewing secondary transfer studies, Galton et al, (2000) identified the pupils 
most at risk during the transfer process as being the younger, less mature, less 
confident pupils, of a non-academic disposition, often from poor social and economic 
backgrounds.   In addition to this, studies have also identified the following groups as 
being vulnerable at secondary transfer: children for whom English is an additional 
language (EAL) (Schagen et al, 2004), children with special educational needs (SEN) 
(Stodden et al, 2003) and children with social, emotional and behavioural problems 
and/or a lack of basic literacy and numeracy skills (Wood and Caulier-Grice, 2006). 
 
Despite there being widespread evidence of a hiatus in pupils’ academic progress 
following secondary transfer (Hargreaves and Galton, 2002; Galton et al, 2003), two 
comprehensive reviews of secondary transfer practice found that schools were 
concentrating most of their efforts on the managerial, personal and social aspects of 
transfer at the expense of the curriculum and pedagogic aspects (Galton et al, 1999; 
Galton et al, 2003).  The reviews pointed to a lack of evaluations of initiatives aimed 
at supporting the academic side of secondary transfer, stating ‘Without evaluation…it 
is difficult for schools to know whether their efforts have been cost effective’ (Galton 
et al, 1999, p33).  In support of local authority involvement with initiatives, Galton et 
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al (2003) report a correlation between the level of local authority participation and the 
quality and effectiveness of secondary schools’ transfer initiatives.  They therefore 
urge local authorities to provide the necessary means of evaluating schools’ 
innovative secondary transfer activities, and particularly those which place increased 
emphasis on the academic aspects of transfer (see Galton et al 2003, piii).   
 
With a dominant assumption being that pupils benefit from continuity across and 
beyond the secondary transfer period (see Galton et al, 2003), government-promoted 
transfer strategies have included the use of bridging units, teacher liaison and the 
exchange of information between primary and secondary schools.  One strategy 
which not only promotes continuity, but has the potential to address both the 
academic and the social aspects of transfer, is the Primary Ethos approach.  The 
concept and definition of a Primary Ethos initiative has been used flexibly by 
researchers and educationalists to refer to any secondary, or middle school initiative, 
which aims to replicate some element(s) of the primary school experience for a 
particular group of pupils.  Such elements might include pupils being taught in longer 
lessons by fewer teachers, pupils being taught in the same classroom for multiple 
subjects, the child-centered, activity-based or experiential learning more commonly 
associated with primary schools, or the ‘family ethos’ which characterises 
relationships between pupils and teachers in the primary school (see Midgley et al, 
1989; Shaw, 1995; Bayliss, 2003; Wood and Caulier-Grice, 2006). 
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Recent reviews of secondary transfer literature (Galton et al, 2000 and Wood and 
Caulier-Grice, 2006) and pupil grouping practices (Kutnick et al, 2005) have reported 
that three early studies of Primary Ethos initiatives:  
 
• Philip’s (1968) ‘The effect of changes in the traditional transfer procedure in 
children’s adjustment to secondary school’  reported in Nisbet and Entwistle’s 
(1969) ‘The Transition to Secondary Education’. 
 
• Dutch and McCall’s (1974) ‘Transition to Secondary – an Experiment in a 
Scottish Comprehensive School’. 
 
• Galton et al’s (1975 – 1980) ORACLE transfer study, reported in Galton and 
Willcocks (1983) ‘Moving from the Primary Classroom’. 
 
yielded mixed results with regards the effectiveness of Primary Ethos approaches.  
Whilst a critical literature review undertaken by the author has judged this to be a fair 
appraisal (see Chapter 2), the author would argue that the considerable variation 
between these three initiatives renders any overall conclusion about the use of 
Primary Ethos approaches, based solely on these studies, to be invalid.  As well as 
having different aims, the initiatives differed in their organisation and target group.  
Moreover, since a key theoretical justification for maintaining a Primary Ethos is that 
some pupils are particularly vulnerable at transfer and therefore require additional 
support (Galton et al, 2000), it is significant to note that none of these initiatives 
specifically targeted an identified ‘vulnerable’ group (in highlighting this limitation the 
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author acknowledges the potential ethical issues associated with the identification 
and differential treatment of target groups, including for example the risk of 
unintended harm).   
 
In her critical literature review (see Chapter 2) the author has argued that, in their 
preoccupation with measuring ‘impact’ and ‘outcomes’, these early studies have 
made only a limited contribution to theorists' and practitioners’ understanding of the 
processes or issues involved in running Primary Ethos initiatives.  In discussing the 
limited value of traditional outcome evaluations, Robson (1993) suggests that 
examining the ‘intervening processes' in order to answer ‘How?’ and ‘What is going 
on?’ questions ‘may be a crucial part of an evaluation, as without this kind of 
examination, the nature of what is being evaluated may be obscure or 
misunderstood’ (p180).  If schools are to benefit from educational evaluation they not 
only need to be clear about what an evaluated initiative consists of and whether a 
study’s findings are pertinent and applicable to their own setting, but how particular 
effects were achieved and what the implications for organisational learning and 
development are.  The author would argue that in the case of all three early Primary 
Ethos studies, insufficient information was provided in relation to at least one of these 
factors, thereby limiting the formative value of this body of research, both for the 
focus schools in which the initiatives were piloted and for other interested parties. 
 
Recognising the value of a more holistic and formative approach to evaluation, a 
fourth and more recent Primary Ethos study, ‘The ENABLE (Eastbank Network for 
Academic, Behavioural and Learning Education) Evaluation’ (Bryan and Treanor, 
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2007), sought to explore not only the impact of an academic and social Primary 
Ethos initiative (ENABLE), but also how the initiative operated, how it was influenced 
by the school context in which it was applied, and what those directly involved 
regarded as its advantages and disadvantages.  In order to explore the latter, the 
evaluation drew heavily upon the views of the pupils themselves; something which 
the three earlier Primary Ethos studies did not do.  Unlike the previous studies, 
ENABLE also specifically targeted the lowest attaining Year 7 pupils, a group who 
have already been shown to be particularly vulnerable at the point of secondary 
transfer (see Galton et al, 2000). 
 
To briefly summarise, the impact strand of the ENABLE evaluation presented both 
qualitative and quantitative data which indicated that the initiative had had a positive 
impact on pupils’ motivation, self-esteem, confidence, attendance and attainment.  Of 
greater formative value however, was the process strand of the evaluation.  This 
highlighted a number of issues, with three main issues being: 
 
• The mixed feelings experienced by the pupils with regards to moving out of 
the ENABLE initiative and back into mainstream lessons.  Some of the pupils’ 
responses were reported to indicate ‘a dependence on the ENABLE teacher 
allied to concerns about the sudden change’ (p102). 
 
• The school's lack of openness and communication to pupils about what 
exactly ENABLE was.  
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• The requirement for sustained personal and academic support when pupils 
did move out of the initiative, and the challenges that this presented for the 
school. 
 
The first issue supports a finding from the ORACLE study (Galton and Willcocks, 
1983) that pupils' anxiety increased as they were about to depart from the Primary 
Ethos area.  This finding has led Wood and Caulier-Grice (2006) to suggest that in 
some cases, maintaining a primary ethos may increase stress and adjustment 
trauma, and that it therefore needs to be done with care. Although the ENABLE study 
went on to claim that ex-ENABLE pupils ‘were very enthusiastic and positive about 
their experience in the ENABLE class’ (p103) and ‘believed that they would have 
found it more difficult to cope if they had been in mainstream all along’ (p103), the 
transition of vulnerable pupils out of any short-term initiative clearly has important 
ethical implications, as does the way in which pupils are informed about an initiative 
and the reason for their inclusion within it. 
 
Although Bryan and Treanor (2007) describe their methodological approach simply 
as a ‘process and outcome’ evaluation, it could be said that by undertaking an 
intensive study of the program as a whole, the researchers subscribed to some of the 
key principles of ‘Illuminative Evaluation’ (Parlett and Hamilton, 1976).  Illuminative 
Evaluation seeks to address a complex array of questions, extending beyond 
traditional evaluation questions (for example ‘Does it work?’ or ‘What impact has it 
had on the pupils?’) to describe the complex ‘learning milieu’ within which an initiative 
is conducted.  By the learning milieu Parlett and Hamilton refer to the social-
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psychological and material environment in which students and teachers work 
together and the resultant network of cultural, social, institutional, and psychological 
variables which interact in complicated and unique ways (Parlett and Hamilton, 
1976).  The fundamental argument advanced by Illuminative Evaluation is that 
innovative programs are not self-contained, independent systems and therefore 
cannot be separated from the learning milieu of which they become part.  One could 
argue that an acknowledgement and description of the learning milieu is particularly 
pertinent to evaluations of Primary Ethos initiatives, since studies of their impact may 
be subject to a range of confounding variables.  For example, Kutnick et al (2005) 
point out that, since Primary Ethos initiatives usually consist of smaller class sizes, 
attempts at exploring the effects of retaining a Primary Ethos could be confounded by 
this variable.   
 
With the ENABLE evaluation being the only recent published evaluation to: 
 
i) illuminate issues and processes associated with maintaining a Primary 
Ethos; 
 
ii) focus on a Primary Ethos initiative specifically targeted at vulnerable pupils;  
 
iii) explore the views of the pupils involved in a Primary Ethos initiative, 
 
there is a clear need for further Primary Ethos evaluations, and in particular for an 
evaluation of an initiative conducted within an English secondary school (ENABLE 
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was conducted in Scotland).  It was for this reason that when a West Midlands 
secondary school expressed a desire for an evaluation which would not only 
demonstrate the impact of their Year 7 ‘Foundation Group’, but would illuminate 
supporting factors and suggest areas for development, the author saw an opportunity 
to address these gaps within the Primary Ethos literature and research base.   
 
3.2.1   Introduction to the present evaluation 
 
The remainder of this paper reports on the ‘process’ strand of a collaborative 
stakeholder evaluation conducted by the author (a Trainee Educational Psychologist) 
in a West Midlands Secondary School over a 12 month period (from September 2007 
to September 2008).  A detailed description of the focus of the evaluation, the 
school's Year 7 'Foundation Group' initiative, including information regarding the 
school context and the initiative’s rationale, aims, implementation and evolution can 
be found in Appendix 3, p161 (the descriptive document produced by the researcher 
for evaluation Q2).   
 
In summary, the Year 7 Foundation Group initiative targets the lowest attaining Year 
7 pupils (for a profile of the 11 Year 7 Foundation Group pupils who were interviewed 
for the present evaluation see Appendix 4, p167) and aims to raise their academic 
attainment, whilst also supporting their social and emotional development, for the 
duration of their post-transfer year.   Although the school does not label it as such, by 
replicating some of the key elements normally associated with primary school (for 
example, the pupils are taught by the same teacher, who in this study is referred to 
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as the ‘Foundation Group teacher’, for just under half of their weekly timetable, they 
remain together for all subjects and they experience fewer room changes than their 
mainstream counterparts), the school's Foundation Group could be classed as a 
Primary Ethos initiative. 
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3.3   Methodology 
 
The desire to undertake a collaborative evaluation which would result in a meaningful 
and useful evaluation for stakeholders, prompted the use of the Research and 
Development in Organisations (RADIO) (Knight and Timmins, 1995) framework as an 
overarching vehicle for clarifying the evaluation focus and carrying out the research. 
RADIO is informed by collaborative approaches to evaluation (Brinkerhoff et al, 1983; 
Patton, 1997) which attempt to maximise the likelihood that organisations will use the 
outcomes of the research to improve their functioning.  One such approach, 
Utilisation-focused evaluation (Patton, 1997), emphasises that i) intended users are 
more likely to use evaluations if they understand and feel ownership of the evaluation 
process and ii) intended users are more likely to understand and feel ownership if 
they have been actively involved.   
 
In order to maximise school stakeholder involvement in all stages of the evaluation, 
an ‘Evaluation Steering Group’ (see Timmins et al, 2006) was set up by the 
author/researcher. This involved a small group of identified key stakeholders (four 
members of staff who were closely involved with the Year 7 Foundation Group and 
who were keen to be involved in the evaluation: the Year 7 Foundation Group 
teacher; the Year 7 Foundation Group teaching assistant (TA); the Year 8 
Foundation Group teacher and the Year 8 Foundation Group TA) convening with the 
researcher to negotiate the focus of the evaluation, to design major aspects of the 
evaluation, and to consider the implications of the evaluation’s findings for the 
Foundation Group and the wider school.    
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Meetings were held at regular intervals throughout the academic year 2007-2008 for 
the planning, data gathering and data analysis stages of the evaluation, and during 
the early part of the academic year 2008-2009 for processing the information 
gathered. The phases of RADIO and the way in which they informed the evaluation 
process can be seen in Table 1. 
 
3 main 
RADIO 
phases 
12 RADIO phases Activities, time scales and outcomes 
1. Awareness of a need September 2007: In a planning meeting with the 
Educational Psychology Service (EPS) the school’s 
Deputy Head highlighted a need for EPS support 
with evaluating the school's Year 7 'Foundation 
Group'. 
 
2. Invitation to act September 2007: The researcher met with the 
Deputy Head for discussion of the scope and time 
scale of the evaluation.  The use of a collaborative 
stakeholder approach (RADIO, Knight and Timmins, 
1995) was agreed. 
 
3. Clarifying organisational 
and cultural issues 
September 2007: Discussion with the Deputy Head 
and the Year 7 Foundation Group teacher regarding 
factors which may support or impede the initiative 
and the evaluation.   
 
4. Identifying stakeholders  Mid Oct 2007: Formation of an ‘Evaluation Steering 
Group’.  The group consisted of the Year 7 
Foundation Group teacher, the Year 7 Foundation 
Group teaching assistant (TA), the Year 8 
Foundation Group teacher and the Year 8 
Foundation Group TA. 
 
 
 
 
Clarifying 
the 
Research 
Focus 
5. Agreeing focus of concern 
(research aims) 
Dec 2007: Following agreement that the researcher 
would take primary responsibility for the 'process' 
strand and the school would take primary 
responsibility for the 'impact' strand, the steering 
group agreed on 5 process evaluation questions 
(see Table 2, p79) that would i) meet the school’s 
development needs and ii) contribute to the UK 
literature on the use of Primary Ethos approaches 
for maintaining continuity at secondary transfer. 
 
 
Carrying out 
the 
Research 
 
 
6. Negotiating framework for 
information gathering 
Dec 2007 – April 2008.  Over the course of 4 
meetings the steering group decided upon an 
appropriate evaluation design and data gathering 
methods to address the 5 process evaluation 
questions. 
 
 77
7. Gathering information April 2008 – June 2008. Interviews were conducted 
with the Foundation Group pupils, four members of 
the steering group and the Head teacher. 
 
8. Processing information 
with stakeholders 
June 2008 – September 2008.  Separate meetings 
were held with the steering group and senior 
management to check out the researcher’s 
interpretations, to share the findings and discuss 
their implications.  School stakeholders were 
encouraged to reflect on the developmental needs 
of the initiative but also of the wider school 
organisation in light of the findings. 
 
9. Agreeing areas for future 
action 
10. Action planning 
11. Implementation/action 
 
Using the 
research to 
implement 
some 
change 
12 Evaluating action 
Due to limitations on EPS time and resources this 
phase was carried out independently by the school, 
with the action planning process led by the Head 
teacher.    
Table 1.  The  application of the RADIO Model (Knight and Timmins, 1995) to the research process. 
 
3.3.1   The evaluation questions 
 
As a result of the steering group’s early negotiation meetings six evaluation questions 
were identified.  Table 2 (p79) presents the six questions, together with the steering 
group’s rationale for asking each. 
 
With Question 1 exploring impact and Questions 2-6 exploring processes, the 
complete evaluation was conceptualised as consisting of both an 'impact' and a 
'process' strand.  The remainder of this paper will focus on the 'process' strand of the 
evaluation, since it is this strand of the evaluation for which the researcher took 
primary responsibility, and which makes the most significant contribution to the 
'Primary Ethos' research base.   
 
 78
 
Question 
 
 
Rationale 
 
1. What impact has the 
Foundation Group 
initiative had on the 
pupils it has targeted? 
 
 
At the time of their evaluation request the school had access to 
some quantitative data (e.g. attainment, attendance and 
behaviour data) and some anecdotal data to suggest that the 
Foundation Group had had a positive impact on the pupils it had 
targeted.  The school therefore requested support with 
developing, formalising and interpreting this evidence base. 
 
 
2. What is the Foundation 
Group and how does it 
operate? 
 
During the early steering group meetings it became apparent that, 
since the school had no formal documentation to describe the 
Foundation Group, a useful aim of the evaluation could be to 
produce a description of the initiative, documenting its 
implementation, operation and evolution over time.  School 
stakeholders felt that this would contribute to a much needed 
shared understanding of the initiative amongst school staff.  From 
a research perspective, such a document would also help to 
answer the crucial ‘How’ and ‘What is going on?’ questions that 
form a central part of Process Evaluations (see Robson, 1993), 
as well as reflecting the complex ‘learning milieu’ within which the 
initiative was conducted (Parlett and Hamilton, 1976). 
 
 
3. What is it about the 
Foundation Group that 
has contributed to its 
success? 
 
School stakeholders were interested to know which aspects of 
the initiative were responsible for contributing to its success so 
that these aspects could be strengthened within the Foundation 
Group and extended to other initiatives taking place within the 
school.  From the researcher’s perspective an identification of 
supportive factors was also considered to be valuable for other 
schools interested in implementing a similar initiative. 
 
 
4. How do pupils feel about 
moving out of the 
initiative and what are 
the implications for post-
initiative support? 
 
With two previous Primary Ethos studies highlighting issues 
associated with the process of pupils moving out of the initiative 
(Galton and Willcocks, 1983; Bryan and Treanor, 2007), the 
researcher was interested to explore how the pupils felt about 
moving out of the initiative, what effect this process was 
perceived to have on the pupils, and what stakeholders 
considered the implications for post-initiative support to be. 
 
 
5. What do pupils 
understand about the 
reason for their inclusion 
within the group and how 
do they and others 
(pupils and teachers) 
perceive the initiative? 
 
With the ENABLE evaluation (Bryan and Treanor, 2007) reporting 
a lack of openness about the ENABLE system, resulting in pupils 
feeling unsure of the reason for their inclusion within the initiative, 
the researcher was interested to explore what the Foundation 
Group pupils knew about why they were in the Foundation Group 
and how they and others (both staff and pupils) perceived the 
initiative.    
 
 
6. How can the Foundation 
Group be improved and 
extended? 
 
 
With the Foundation Group having only been in operation for one 
academic year, school stakeholders acknowledged that the 
initiative was still evolving and were keen to know how it could be 
improved and extended. 
 
Table 2.  The six evaluation questions. 
 
 79
3.3.2   Rationale for decisions made 
 
Although RADIO represents a social constructionist orientation to evaluation, it holds 
to the belief espoused by Robson (2002) that research designs may need to be 
hybrid in nature in order to ensure that the methodologies and methods implied by 
the research questions are addressed, and that the needs of the different stakeholder 
groups are met.  Sharing this view, Braun and Clarke (2006) state: ‘What is important 
is that the theoretical framework and methods match what the researcher wants to 
know, and that they acknowledge these decisions, and recognise them as decisions’ 
(p80).   In Table 3 (p81) the researcher outlines the rationale behind the steering 
group’s decision to explore the 5 process evaluation questions (Q2-6) via a 
qualitative interview study which would gather and triangulate the views of the 
Foundation Group pupils, staff and the Head teacher. 
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Decision 
 
 
Rationale 
 
The decision 
to gather 
qualitative 
data 
 
 
By seeking to answer ‘How?’ and ‘What is going on?’ questions, the process strand of 
the evaluation lent itself readily to qualitative analysis – an exploration of the subjective 
understanding or sense-making processes of those closely involved with the initiative.  
Although the evaluation questions were predetermined, meaning that the steering 
group set the agenda as opposed to the participants, the steering group were 
interested in eliciting the thoughts and feelings of those directly involved in the initiative 
(particularly the pupils), and in capturing these thoughts and feelings in participants’ 
own words.  
 
 
The decision 
to triangulate 
stakeholder 
views 
 
 
In order to gain a richer picture of the initiative, that would not be biased to the views, 
or limited by the knowledge or understanding of one particular stakeholder group, it 
was agreed that the researcher would gather and triangulate the views of three sets of 
stakeholders closely involved with the initiative: pupils, staff and senior management.  
In addition to its validational purposes (see Cohen et al, 2000), triangulation has the 
useful by-product of highlighting discrepancies and contradictions in the data gathered 
(see Robson, 1993).  The steering group recognised that in addition to illuminating 
phenomena by providing differing standpoints, information regarding discrepancies and 
contradictions could have formative value for the school.   It was therefore agreed that 
this information would be presented to the school under an additional section, ‘Issues 
arising’. 
 
 
Decisions 
regarding 
sampling and 
method of 
data 
gathering 
 
 
With pupils residing at the heart of the initiative, the steering group considered their 
views and feelings to be crucial to the evaluation. In order to obtain a truly 
representative and valid pupil view, it was agreed that the researcher would attempt to 
gather the views of all of the available and consenting Year 7 Foundation Group pupils.  
This was felt to be particularly important since the cohort was relatively small (less than 
15) and would therefore be difficult to represent accurately through sampling.    
 
With the pupil view being prioritised in this way, the decision regarding method of data 
gathering was most heavily influenced by the needs and abilities of this stakeholder 
group. With a number of the pupils having literacy difficulties and some having English 
as an Additional Language (EAL) (see Appendix 4), it was felt that questionnaires 
could be problematic and that a face-to-face method of data gathering would be more 
effective in addressing the diversity of the pupil’s needs and abilities.  Although focus 
groups were considered, it was felt that this approach might disadvantage the quieter, 
less confident pupils.  Whilst the notion of the structured interview was rejected on the 
grounds that it would be too rigid and inflexible, semi-structured interviews offered the 
researcher the possibility of differentiating the wording and order of questions in 
response to the needs, feelings and abilities of individual pupils.  
 
Having selected to use interviews as the method of data gathering (and having agreed 
that, in order to aid the triangulation process, it would be advantageous to employ the 
same data gathering method for all three stakeholder groups), the steering group 
acknowledged that, due to time restrictions, a comparative sampling strategy for staff 
and senior management (i.e. interviewing all relevant, available and consenting staff 
and senior management figures) would not be feasible.  Therefore whilst the 
researcher would have liked to have interviewed all, or at least a sample of the 7 
additional members of staff who taught the Foundation Group pupils (albeit each for 
only one or two lessons per week),  it was agreed that the researcher would interview 
the four members of the steering group (the Year 7 Foundation Group teacher; the 
Year 7 Foundation Group TA; the Year 8 Foundation Group teacher and the Year 8 
Foundation Group TA) in order to generate a ‘staff’ view, and the Head teacher in order 
to generate a ‘senior management’ view.   
 
   Table 3. The rationale behind the decision to undertake a qualitative interview study 
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3.4   The qualitative interview study 
 
In order to allow for the pupils to have overcome feelings of ‘being new’ (Tobell, 
2003) and to enable them to draw upon their experience of having been part of the 
initiative for two academic terms, the interview study was deliberately conducted 
towards the end of the academic year 2007-2008 (April – June 2008).  The study 
consisted of the following: 
 
• Individual semi-structured interviews with 11 Year 7 Foundation Group pupils 
(all of the pupils who were available, and for whom the researcher gained 
pupil and parental consent to interview).  Pupil interviews lasted for 
approximately 10 to 15 minutes each.   
 
• Individual semi-structured interviews with each of the 4 members of the 
Evaluation Steering Group (including the Year 7 Foundation Group teacher).  
Staff interviews lasted approximately 30 minutes each. 
 
• An individual semi-structured interview with the Head teacher.  The Head 
teacher was interviewed for approximately 45 minutes. 
 
With the purposes of the process strand clearly set out (to describe the initiative, to 
identify supportive factors, to explore two issues (Qs 4 and 5 – see Table 2, p79) and 
to identify areas for development), the interview study was designed with the 
subsequent analysis, geared towards these evaluation purposes in mind.  Kvale 
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(2007) refers to this approach as 'pushing forward the analysis'.  Thus, whilst three 
separate interview schedules were constructed with some variation in the wording, 
order and emphasis of suggested questions (in order to address the differing needs, 
abilities and knowledge of the pupils, staff and head teacher), the topics covered in 
all three schedules were closely aligned with evaluation Questions 3-6 (see Table 2).   
 
In order to ensure pupil understanding, and sensitivity (which was particularly 
important for Q5), the pupil schedules contained a greater proportion of indirect 
questions (e.g. ‘Is your class the same or different to other classes?’)  than the adult 
interview schedules (e.g. ‘Do you think there is any stigma associated with the 
Foundation Group?’).  However, with the intention that the interviews should be as 
relaxed, informal and free-flowing as possible, the researcher regarded the interview 
schedules merely as guides to ensuring that each of the topic areas was covered 
with each of the interviewees.  For a copy of the three interview schedules please 
refer to Appendices 5 - 7 (ps 168-171).   
 
N.B. In order to produce the descriptive document for evaluation Q2 (see Appendix 3, 
p161), a separate, factual interview lasting approximately 45 minutes was conducted 
with the Year 7 Foundation Group teacher (for the prompts used by the interviewer 
as a guide for this interview see Appendix 8, p172).  In addition, the Head teacher 
was also questioned about the rationale and implementation of the initiative (see 
Appendix 7, p171).     
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3.4.1   Ethical considerations 
 
For a copy of the consent form used with the staff and the Head teacher see 
Appendix 9 (p173).  The content of this form is closely aligned with the specification 
for ‘fully informed consent’ given by the British Educational Research Association 
(BERA) (2004) and the British Psychological Society (BPS) (2006).   As all of the 
pupils were under 18 years, parental permission was gained via an explanatory letter 
(see Appendix 10, p174) and a follow-up telephone call.  To avoid the experience 
seeming overly-formal for the pupils, pupil consent was gained verbally. In order to 
ensure that pupils were able to give their fully informed consent, prior to commencing 
with each pupil interview the researcher used a pre-prepared pupil consent form as a 
prompt to explain the key principles of voluntary participation, right to refuse or 
withdraw, and anonymity, in an age-appropriate way (see Appendix 11, p175). 
 
With a number of the pupils having literacy difficulties and some having English as an 
Additional Language (EAL) (see Appendix 4, p167), the researcher sought guidance 
from the Foundation Group teacher prior to the pupil interviews on: 
 
i) the nature of each pupil’s needs and the resultant requirement to simplify 
the language used and questions asked; 
 
ii) any important or sensitive issues about which the teacher felt the 
researcher should be aware (for example in relation to the pupil’s 
emotional wellbeing or home and family circumstances). 
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This information proved to be highly valuable and aided the researcher in adapting 
her interview style and questioning technique for individual pupils. 
 
3.4.2   Minimising threats to validity and reliability 
 
Having elected to explore the five process questions via a qualitative interview study, 
the researcher was aware of the limitations associated with this methodology and 
method (e.g. Silverman, 1993; Cohen et al, 2000; Robson, 2002; Kvale, 2007) and 
the resultant need to control for threats to validity and reliability at all stages of the 
interview study (see Kvale, 2007). Since it is generally accepted that criteria for 
validity and reliability in qualitative research differ from those in quantitative research 
(see Silverman, 1993; Cohen et al, 2000), and that discussions of validity and 
reliability need to be located within the research paradigm being used, the 
paragraphs below offer operational definitions which are apposite within the 
interpretive paradigm, before outlining and critiquing the steps that were taken to 
minimise these conditions within the interviews. 
 
Validity 
 
Hammersley and Atkinson (1983) state that in qualitative research, validity attaches 
to accounts, not to data or methods; it is the meaning that subjects give to data and 
inferences drawn that are important.  Therefore the researcher needs to be as honest 
as possible to the self-reporting of the researched.   According to Cohen et al (2000) 
a practical way of achieving validity during interviews is to minimise the amount of 
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bias as much possible.  Table 4 outlines some of the key potential sources of bias 
that have been highlighted in the literature (Oppenheim, 1992; Scheurich, 1995; 
Cohen et al, 2000), including issues which are particularly pertinent when 
interviewing children (Eder and Fingerson, 2002; Lewis, 2002).  The right column of 
the table appraises the extent to which these factors were considered and addressed 
by the researcher within the interviews. 
 
 
Sources of bias 
 
Steps taken to minimise the source of bias 
 
 
A tendency for the 
interviewer to seek 
answers that support 
their preconceived 
notions. 
 
(Cohen et al, 2000) 
 
This was minimised by the researcher:  
 
• approaching the interview study with an open mind and genuine 
curiosity (as opposed to having the aim of testing out particular 
hypotheses or theories);  
• using active listening techniques within the interviews;  
• being conscious of her verbal and non verbal responses; and  
• attempting to remain neutral at all times.  
 
 
Misconceptions on the 
part of the interviewer of 
what the respondent is 
saying. 
 
(Cohen et al, 2000) 
 
 
Within the interviews the researcher attempted to clarify the meaning of 
interviewees’ statements and verify any interpretations and inferences with the 
interviewees themselves.  Silverman (1993) terms this practice ‘respondent 
validation’. 
 
 
Misconceptions on the 
part of the respondent of 
what is being asked. 
 
(Cohen et al, 2000) 
 
• Prior to the interviews the researcher sought guidance from the 
Foundation Group teacher on the pupils’ needs and the resultant 
requirement to simplify language used and questions asked. 
• In order to ensure pupil understanding the pupil interview schedules 
contained a greater proportion of indirect questions than the adult 
interview schedules.   
•  Where pupil or adult interviewees appeared to have misunderstood a 
question, questions were reworded or simplified.    
 
 
Poor rapport between 
interviewer and 
interviewee. 
 
(Oppenheim, 1992) 
 
 
• The researcher introduced herself to the pupils prior to the interviews 
and began each interview with a general chat about music and 
clothing.  
• Through the Evaluation Steering Group the researcher had an 
opportunity to develop rapport with staff interviewees prior to the 
interviews.   
• The checking out and verification of inferences during interviews 
(respondent validation) helped to demonstrate to the interviewees that 
the researcher was listening to, and interested in their views.   
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Power differential 
between the interviewer 
and interviewee. 
 
(Scheurich, 1995; Eder 
and Fingerson, 2002) 
 
With Eder and Fingerson (2002) highlighting the potential power imbalance in 
adult-child interview situations, the researcher took steps to minimise this 
imbalance by: 
 
• informing pupils of their right to refuse or withdraw their participation;  
• explaining that she did not work for the school; 
• inviting pupils to address her using her first name;  
• informing pupils that their views were highly valued; and  
• thanking them for their contribution to the study. 
 
With regards to the adult interviewees, their participation in the Evaluation 
Steering Group helped to minimise potential power differentials. 
 
 
Children confirming what 
is put to them. 
 
(Lewis, 2002) 
 
 
Since children have a bias towards confirming what is put to them (Lewis, 
2002) the researcher used repetition and rewording of questions at different 
points during each interview as a way of checking for consistency and 
authenticity within a pupil’s view.   
 
 
Children believing there 
is one right way to 
answer a question 
 
(Lewis, 2002) 
 
 
At the start of the interviews the researcher asked pupils for their opinions on 
music and television.  When the pupils gave their opinion the researcher 
explained that this was what she was looking for in response to her questions; 
merely the pupils’ answers, with no answer being right or wrong. 
Table 4.  Minimising threats to validity within the interviews  
 
Reliability 
 
Whilst reliability in quantitative research concerns consistency and replicability over 
time, instruments and groups of respondents, reliability in qualitative methodologies 
includes fidelity to real life, context and situation-specificity, authenticity, 
comprehensiveness, detail, honesty , depth of response and meaningfulness to 
respondents (Cohen et al, 2000).  Whilst some writers (for example Denzin and 
Lincoln, 1994) have suggested that replicability can still be addressed in qualitative 
research through processes such as inter-rater reliability (where a second 
researcher, operating within the same theoretical paradigm, observes and analyses 
the same phenomenon in order to ascertain the degree of agreement between the 
researchers), others would argue that such processes seek to apply to qualitative 
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research the canons of reliability from quantitative research.  In an argument against 
using inter-rate reliability, Kvale (1996) suggests that, in interviewing, there could be 
as many different interpretations of the qualitative data as there are researchers.  
With this in mind, the notion of reliability might more meaningfully be construed as 
dependability (Guba and Lincoln, 1985).  According to Guba and Lincoln (1985) 
dependability can be addressed by: 
 
• member checks (respondent validiation); 
• peer debriefing (exposing oneself to a disinterested peer in a manner akin to 
cross-examination, in order to test honesty, working hypotheses and to identify 
next steps in the research); 
• triangulation; 
• prolonged engagement and persistent observations in the field; 
• reflexive journals; and 
• audit trails. 
 
Within the present interview study the activities undertaken to address dependability 
included:  seeking respondent validation during the interviews;  seeking supervision 
from a colleague and research supervisor (who, although they could not be described 
as ‘disinterested’, were able to cross-examine the researcher and help her to identify 
next steps); conducting the evaluation over an extended period of time (thereby 
prolonging engagement in the field); keeping a research diary documenting action 
steps and reflections, and keeping an audit trail detailing how the interviews were 
designed, conducted and analysed (examples of data analysis audit trails are 
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presented in the following section 3.4.3 ‘Data Analysis’).  One activity which could 
have further increased dependability, but which was not undertaken due to time 
constraints, was ‘between methods’ triangulation.  For example, observations or 
questionnaires could have been used to supplement the data gathered through the 
interviews.  
 
In order for researchers to defend their work against the 'anything goes' critique of 
qualitative research (for example, Antaki et al, 2002), Attride-Stirling (2001) states 
that qualitative researchers should include the often-omitted 'how' they conducted 
their data analysis within their reports.  In an attempt to demonstrate how the 
researcher moved from the raw interview data to the themes and findings presented 
in the results section, the following section aims to elucidate the analytical approach 
taken by the researcher in as clear and transparent a way as possible. 
 
3.4.3   Data Analysis 
 
The analysis of the interview data was both deductive and inductive.  The analysis 
was deductive in the respect that it was driven by the specific purposes of the 
evaluation.  Thus each set of interview data was coded for the 4 evaluation questions 
(Qs 3 - 6), using a pre-existing coding frame (see Appendix 12, p176).  The analysis 
was inductive in the respect that, when analysing the data for each of the evaluation 
questions (including Q3 'What is it about the Foundation Group that has contributed 
to its success?'), the researcher did not attempt to fit the data into any pre-conceived 
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theoretical framework or pre-identified themes.  Thus the data analysis process was 
data-driven as opposed to theory-driven (Braun and Clarke, 2006). 
 
Whilst evaluation Qs 4 - 6 could be addressed by collating and reporting the views of 
the three stakeholder groups, by seeking to explore how and why the Foundation 
Group had been successful, Q3 'What is it about the Foundation Group that has 
contributed to its success?' required a more complex level of analysis.  This was 
necessary in order for the researcher to transform the vast array of supportive factors 
both explicitly mentioned within, and inferred by the researcher from interviews with 
the three stakeholder groups, into a small number of meaningful and illuminating 
themes that could be communicated back to the school.  It was for this reason that 
thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke, 2006) was selected as the data analysis tool for 
this question.   
 
3.4.3.1   The thematic analysis process for question 3 
 
Braun and Clarke (2006) summarise thematic analysis as ‘searching across a data 
set… to find repeated patterns of meaning’ (p86).  Whilst they are careful to 
emphasise that decisions about what constitutes a theme are ultimately a result of 
researcher judgement, they do provide guidelines for conducting a rigorous thematic 
analysis, structured around a six phase process.  Table 5 (p91) summarises Braun 
and Clarke’s (2006) six phases of thematic analysis. 
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Phase 
 
Description of the Process 
 
 
1. Familiarisation 
with data 
 
Transcribing data, reading and re-reading the data, noting down initial ideas. 
 
2. Generating initial 
codes 
 
Coding interesting features of the data in a systematic fashion across the 
entire data set, collating data relevant to each code. 
 
3. Searching for 
themes 
 
Collating codes into potential themes, gathering all data relevant to each 
potential theme. 
 
4. Reviewing 
themes 
 
Checking that the themes work in relation to the coded extract (Level 1) and 
the entire data set (Level 2), generating a thematic ‘map’ of the analysis. 
 
5.  Defining and 
naming themes 
 
Ongoing analysis to refine the specifics of each theme, and the overall story 
the analysis tells, generating clear definitions and names for each theme. 
 
6. Producing the 
report 
 
The final opportunity for analysis. Selection of vivid, compelling extract 
examples, final analysis of selected extracts, relating back of the analysis to 
the research question and literature, producing a scholarly report of the 
analysis. 
Table 5.  Braun and Clarke’s (2006) phases of thematic analysis 
 
 
Braun and Clarke (2006) recommend that verbal data are transcribed and read 
through several times as part of the familiarisation phase.  In order to aid the data 
analysis process the researcher personally transcribed all 5 adult interviews and the 
first pupil interview.  Due to time constraints it was not possible to fully transcribe the 
remaining 10 pupil interviews.  However, as the interviews were audio recorded, the 
researcher was able to repeatedly play back the stored recordings and transcribe key 
excerpts.   
 
As previously stated, the thematic analysis process was inductive since the 
researcher identified themes from the data, as opposed to fitting data into pre-
existing themes. Although the researcher did make some inferences about 
supportive factors, based on interviewees’ responses (for example, when a pupil 
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interviewee said ‘Miss has helped me to improve my English because she’s pushed 
me all the way,’ the researcher inferred that the pupil had a good relationship with the 
Foundation Group teacher and therefore coded this excerpt under a supportive factor 
code ‘Relationship with the Foundation Group teacher’), the researcher took an 
essentialist or realist approach to the data and assumed that the motivations, 
experience and meaning of interviewees were represented through the language 
they used.  As a result themes were identified at a semantic or explicit level, as 
opposed to a latent or interpretative level (Boyatzis, 1998).   
 
Table 6 outlines the steps taken by the researcher when analysing the data for Q3 
and cross-references these steps to Braun and Clarke’s six phases of thematic 
analysis. 
 
 
 
Data-analysis steps undertaken by the researcher for Q3 (What 
is it about the Foundation Group that has contributed to its 
success?) 
 
 
Phases of thematic 
analysis (Braun and 
Clarke, 2006) 
 
1. Each of the 4 staff interview transcripts was analysed for excerpts 
in which: 
i) the staff themselves suggested supportive factors 
ii) the staff said something from which an inference could be made 
about supportive factors. 
 
 
1. Familiarisation with data 
 
 
2.  Excerpts from the 4 staff interviews were collated and organised 
into 'supportive factor' codes.  A total of 22 codes were identified 
from staff interview data. 
 
 
2. Generating initial codes 
 
 
3. The researcher listened to each pupil interview in turn and 
transcribed excerpts in which: 
i) the pupils themselves said they enjoyed or valued something 
about the group. 
ii)  the pupils said something from which an inference could be made 
about supportive factors. 
 
1. Familiarisation with data 
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4. Excerpts from the 11 pupil interviews were collated and organised 
into 'supportive factor' codes.  A total of 8 codes were identified from 
the pupil interview data. 
 
2. Generating initial codes 
 
 
5. The Head teacher interview transcript was analysed for excerpts 
in which: 
i) the Head teacher suggested supportive factors 
ii)  the Head teacher said something from which an inference could 
be made about supportive factors. 
 
 
1. Familiarisation with data 
 
 
6.   Excerpts from the Head teacher interview were collated and 
organised into 'supportive factor' codes.  A total of 8 codes were 
identified from the Head teacher data. 
 
 
2. Generating initial codes 
 
 
7. The three sets of ‘supportive factor’ codes (staff, pupils and Head 
teacher) (see Appendix 14) were compared and analysed for codes 
which featured in more than one set.  The researcher considered 
how these common codes could be combined into overarching 
themes and sub-themes.  Themes were identified and reviewed for i) 
internal and external homogeneity (Patton, 1990) and ii) to ensure 
that they adequately reflected the data set as a whole.   
 
 
3. Searching for themes 
4.Reviewing themes 
5.Defining and naming 
themes 
 
 
8. After identifying three overarching themes (each including 
subthemes) (see Appendix 15) the researcher re-reviewed the three 
sets of codes to look for discrepancies and contradictions between 
the staff, pupil and head teacher data.  These discrepancies were 
identified for presentation back to the school in an additional section 
'Issues arising'. 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 6.  The data analysis steps undertaken by the researcher for Q3. 
 
 
In order to give the reader an insight into the data analysis process, Appendix 13 
(p177) presents 3 example staff ‘supportive factor’ codes with excerpts (step 2), 
Appendix 14 (p178) presents the three sets of ‘supportive factor’ codes (step 7) and 
Appendix 15 (p179) demonstrates how the codes were combined into the three 
overarching themes (step 7). 
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3.4.3.2   The data analysis process for questions 4-6 
 
Whilst the data analysis process undertaken by the researcher for Qs 4-6 was not as 
complex as the thematic analysis process undertaken for Q3, it nevertheless 
consisted of the researcher moving through a number of systematic steps. For an 
overview of the steps undertaken by the researcher when analysing the data for Qs 4 
and 5, see Table 7 (p95).  For an overview of the steps undertaken by the researcher 
when analysing the data for Q6, see Table 8 (p95).   
 
3.4.3.3   Processing information with stakeholders  
 
After analysing the data the researcher met, firstly with the 4 staff interviewees, then 
with the head teacher, to check out the themes, inferences and interpretations that 
had resulted from the data analysis process outlined in Tables 6-8 (due to time 
constraints it was not possible to meet with the pupils).  In both cases stakeholders 
reported that they considered the themes and findings to accurately represent their 
views, thus providing further 'respondent validation' (Silverman, 1993) for the results 
presented in the following section. 
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1. Each of the 4 staff interview transcripts was analysed for excerpts in which: 
i)  the staff mentioned anything to do with the issue 
ii) the staff said anything from which an inference could be made about the issue. 
 
2.  Excerpts from the 4 staff interviews were collated to give an overall ‘Staff view’ on the issue. 
 
3. The researcher listened to each pupil interview in turn and transcribed excerpts in which: 
i) the pupils mentioned anything to do with the issue 
ii) the pupils said anything from which an inference could be made about the issue. 
 
4. Excerpts from the 11 pupil interviews were collated to give an overall ‘Pupil view’ on the issue.   
 
5. The Head teacher interview transcript was analysed for excerpts in which: 
i) the Head teacher mentioned anything to do with the issue 
ii)  the Head teacher said something from which an inference could be made about the issue 
 
6.  Excerpts from the Head teacher interview were collated to give a ‘Head teacher view’ on the 
issue. 
 
7. The views of each group were collated and presented, with similarities and differences of opinion 
highlighted. 
 
Table 7. The data analysis steps undertaken by the researcher for Qs 4 and 5  
 
 
1.  Each of the 4 staff interview transcripts were analysed for excerpts in which: 
i) the staff themselves  suggested something as being an area for development   
ii)  the staff said something from which an inference could be made about an area for development  
 
2. ‘Areas for development’ excerpts from the 4 staff interviews were collated.   
 
3. The researcher listened to each pupil interview in turn and transcribed excerpts in which: 
i) the pupils themselves expressed a view about an area for development. 
ii)  the pupils said something from an inference could be made about an area for development 
 
4. ‘Areas for development’ excerpts from the 11 pupil interviews were collated.   
 
5. The Head teacher interview transcript was analysed for excerpts in which: 
i) the Head teacher suggested something as being an area for development   
ii)  the Head teacher said something from which an inference could be made about area for 
development   
 
6. ‘Areas for development’ excerpts from the Head teacher interview were collated.   
 
7. ‘Areas of weakness or areas for development’ which were mentioned by all three groups, or 
which were mentioned by one or more groups but which did not receive disconfirming evidence, 
were presented back to the school.  Areas of weakness or areas for development’ about which 
there conflicting view were presented to the school under the additional section  'Issues arising'. 
 
Table 8. The data analysis steps undertaken by the researcher for Q6 
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3.5   Results 
 
This section presents the results of the qualitative data analysis process undertaken 
by the researcher for process evaluation questions 3-6 (outlined in Tables 6-8).  For 
the descriptive document produced by the researcher for question 2, What is the 
Foundation Group and how does it operate? please refer to Appendix 3 (p161).  
 
Due to word count limitations the results are reported in a condensed form with 
interviewee quotations largely omitted.  Since this somewhat restricts the reader's 
ability to i) appraise the evidence base behind the findings and ii) hear the 'voice of 
the pupils, staff and Head teacher, the reader is referred to the school stakeholder 
briefing (Appendix 16, p180) which contains a more detailed reporting of the results, 
with a greater number of interviewee quotations.  
 
Whilst the researcher did not regard the ‘keyness’ of a particular viewpoint, issue or 
theme to be dependant on the number of times it appeared within the data set (Braun 
and Clarke, 2006), where a measure of prevalence in terms of the number of pupils 
who expressed a particular viewpoint or provided support for a theme was judged to 
be meaningful and informative, this measure was taken and is reported in the results 
section.     
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3.5.1   Question 3:  What is it about the Foundation Group that has contributed 
to its success? 
 
The thematic analysis process outlined in Table 6 (ps 92-93) resulted in the 
identification of three overarching themes: The Foundation Group Staff, Support 
for Learning and Freedom and Flexibility.  All three themes were conceptualised 
as consisting of sub-themes (see Table 9).  As well as giving some structure to the 
themes, the sub-themes accounted for any difference in emphasis placed on a theme 
by the different stakeholder groups.   
 
 
Theme 
 
Sub-themes 
 
The Foundation Group 
staff 
 
• Relationship between the Foundation Group teacher and the 
pupils 
• Characteristics of the Foundation Group staff 
 
Support for Learning 
 
• Full time teaching assistant (TA) support 
• Individual attention 
• Intensive focus on basic skills 
• Curriculum delivery at pupil’s level 
 
Flexibility and Freedom 
 
• A flexible approach to the curriculum and timetable 
• Flexible use of TA support 
• The Foundation Group classroom 
• A flexible approach to teaching and learning 
 
Table 9. The themes and sub-themes identified by the researcher for Q3 
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3.5.1.1  Theme 1: The Foundation Group Staff 
 
Relationship between the Foundation Group (FG) teacher and the pupils 
 
The FG staff interviewees talked about there being a strong, positive relationship 
between the Year 7 FG teacher and the pupils.  They suggested that the relationship 
was similar to a parent-child one, and that the Year 7 FG teacher takes on a maternal 
role.  Staff interviewees suggested that the pupils develop a loyalty towards their FG 
teacher which results in them not wanting to upset, or get into trouble with her.  They 
expressed the view that this ultimately results in improved pupil behaviour with the 
FG teacher.   
 
Of the 11 FG pupils interviewed, 7 spontaneously made comments which indicated 
that they had developed a positive relationship with their FG teacher.  Although none 
of the pupils explicitly referred to seeing the FG teacher as a mother figure, some of 
the pupils’ comments could be interpreted as being reminiscent of comments young 
people might make about a parent, for example “She’s pushed me all the way, 
because although she gets on my nerves she’s helped me”.  In support of staff 
interviewees' observation that the pupils do not like getting into trouble with their FG 
teacher, 2 of the male pupils mentioned ‘getting in a mood’ and ‘getting angry’ when 
the FG teacher shouts at them or tells them off.  Again, parallels could be drawn here 
with the way in which young people feel when their parents discipline them.  In 
support of staff interviewees' view that the positive pupil-teacher relationship had 
resulted in improved behaviour with the FG teacher, 2 pupils spontaneously 
 98
highlighted differences in either their own, or the whole FG class’s behaviour when 
they were taught by their main FG teacher as opposed to by other teachers (with 
both pupils suggesting that pupil behaviour was considerably better with the FG 
teacher).    
 
Characteristics of the Foundation Group staff 
 
From analysing the adult interview data, the following 8 staff characteristics were 
identified by the researcher as being supportive factors (these characteristics were 
either explicitly mentioned by interviewees or inferred by the researcher): 
 
1. A positivity in the way that the FG staff talk about the FG, and why pupils 
are in the FG. 
2. Encouragement, praise and positive reinforcement. 
3. An awareness of the influence and impact that they have on FG pupils. 
4. Empathetic towards the pupils and the challenges they face. 
5. An interest in the pupils and desire to get to know them as people. 
6. An honest and open communication approach with the pupils.   
7. A desire to develop their own skills, knowledge and experience and a 
willingness to learn from one another and work as a team. 
8. A willingness to be flexible (not averse to change). 
 
For example excerpts please refer to Appendix 16 (p180).  
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In support of staff characteristic No.1 (positivity), 4 of the 7 pupils who were asked 
why they thought they were in the FG gave explanations which were framed 
positively, for example. “I’m here to help me in my English.”  In addition, of the 10 
pupils who were asked whether the FG was different to other classes and if so, how, 
5 pupils gave positive explanations, 3 gave neutral explanations and only 2 gave 
negative explanations.  In support of staff characteristic No. 8 (flexibility), several 
pupils made comments which suggested that they valued the flexible approach to 
teaching and learning taken by their FG teacher (see Theme 3: Freedom and 
Flexibility).  Whilst all of the pupils made comments which could be interpreted as 
providing support for at least 1 of the 8 identified characteristics, the 2 main 
characteristics mentioned by the pupils were the FG staff being ‘nice’ and ‘funny’.   
 
3.5.1.2   Theme 2: Support for Learning 
 
The adult interviewees made numerous references to the additional support for 
learning that is provided as part of the FG set-up.  Their comments were categorised 
into 4 self-explanatory sub themes: 
 
1. Full time teaching assistant (TA) support. 
2. Increased individual attention for pupils (as a result of having full-time TA 
support and a smaller class size). 
3. An intensive focus on basic skills (particularly literacy skills). 
4. Curriculum delivery at the pupils’ level (simplification of language, concepts 
and resources). 
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For example excerpts please refer to Appendix 16 (p180). 
 
Interviews with the pupils provided direct support for the second, third and fourth sub-
themes and indirect evidence for the first.  For example, 5 of the 11 pupils explicitly 
commented on the additional help provided within the FG (direct evidence for sub-
theme 2 and indirect evidence for sub-theme 1), 6 of the 11 pupils commented that 
they were taught in such a way that they were able to understand the work, for 
example “Some of the work we do is like the same as theirs (non-FG pupils) but its 
like been put different so when we do it it’s like not as difficult…” (direct evidence for 
sub theme 4), and 5 of 11 pupils mentioned that they ‘do a lot of English work’ (direct 
evidence for sub-theme 3). 
 
3.5.1.3   Theme 3: Flexibility and Freedom 
 
Although a flexible attitude has already been highlighted within the sub-theme 
‘Characteristics of Foundation Group staff’, flexibility was mentioned by the staff 
interviewees and the Head teacher so frequently that this was identified as a theme 
within its own right.  ‘Flexibility and Freedom’ excerpts were categorised into four 
sub-themes: 
 
1. A flexible approach to the curriculum and timetable. 
2. Flexible use of TA support. 
3. The Foundation Group classroom (the layout was perceived to be 
conducive to practical or active learning). 
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4. A flexible approach to teaching and learning (which promotes pupil 
participation and includes a greater amount of practical and group work).   
 
Interviews with the pupils provided direct support for the first and fourth sub-themes. 
For example, 2 of the pupils mentioned that they liked the flexibility of the timetable 
(direct support for sub-theme 1) and 4 pupils cited at least one of the following as 
being a positive factor: the opportunity to work in groups; being able to have a choice 
in what they were taught; being able to talk whilst working (direct support for sub-
theme 4).  In addition, a further 6 pupils stated that they enjoyed the greater amount 
of practical work (further direct support for sub-theme 4). 
 
Although none of the pupils explicitly commented on the flexible use of TA support, 
the fact that 5 of the 11 pupils talked about the additional help they received in the 
FG (see ‘Support for learning’) could be interpreted as providing indirect support for 
sub-theme 2.  In addition, the fact that 6 pupils stated that they enjoyed the practical 
work suggests that they valued the flexibility and freedom that the layout of the FG 
classroom permits (indirect support for sub-theme 3).  
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3.5.2  Question 4: How do pupils feel about moving out of the initiative and 
what are the implications for post-initiative support? 
 
Summary of the ‘Staff view’ 
 
The staff interviewees felt that the Year 7 FG helps to prepare the pupils for 
challenges of Year 8 by boosting their self esteem, giving them confidence, and 
providing them with the social and academic skills that they need in order to cope.   
Overall the staff felt that, for the majority of the pupils who had left the FG group at 
end of the academic year 2006-2007 (the first year that the initiative had been in 
operation), the experience of moving out had not been problematic.  They stated that 
only those pupils whom they had judged to be ready had been moved back into 
mainstream classes, with the remainder of the pupils being moved into a newly 
established Year 8 Foundation Group (for more information on this see Appendix 3, 
p161).   
 
For a minority of pupils, and in particular the more socially and emotionally immature 
pupils, the staff interviewees did acknowledge that the reduction in pastoral and 
academic support associated with the move back into mainstream Year 8 classes 
may have presented a challenge.  Referring back to the pupils who had left the FG at 
the end of the academic year 2006-2007, the FG teacher reflected that one pupil had 
appeared to struggle with regulating his emotions and behaviour following his return 
to mainstream Year 8 lessons.  The FG teacher therefore cited ‘post-initiative 
support’ as an area for development. 
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Summary of the ‘Head teacher view’ 
 
Although the Head teacher did not regard the process of pupils moving out of the FG 
to be problematic within itself (he cited a number of reasons for this including i) the 
fact that it is common for pupils to move ability groups ii) the fact that it is a small 
school resulting in easier access to members of staff and iii) the fact that the FG 
gives the pupils a positive identity, increased confidence and the basic skills 
necessary to succeed in a higher set), he did suggest that there may be a need for 
development work in order to ensure that the positive impact of the Year 7 FG on 
pupils who subsequently leave the FG is maintained over time. He therefore 
suggested that some form of 'longitudinal maintenance programme’ might be 
beneficial. 
 
Summary of the ‘Pupil view’ 
 
It is difficult to provide a succinct summary of the 2007-2008 FG cohorts’ view on this 
issue due to the variability in the knowledge and understanding that pupils 
demonstrated within the interviews in relation to the process of moving out.  For 
example, whereas some of the pupils had a good idea of which class they thought 
they would be the following year and why, others did not appear to have any idea 
about what would be happening.  Of those pupils who did have a view, although a 
number of pupils stated that they would miss their current class and FG teacher, the 
majority of the pupils spoke with optimism about the year ahead.    
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3.5.3  Question 5: What do pupils understand about the reason for their 
inclusion within the group and how do they and others (pupils and teachers) 
perceive the initiative? 
 
Summary of the ‘Staff view’ 
 
With regards to the pupils’ understanding of the reason for their inclusion within the 
initiative, the staff interviewees reported that, in addition to giving the pupils generic 
messages about the purpose of the FG being to move pupils on and develop their 
skills, FG staff tended to give pupils individual and personalised explanations as to 
why they were included within the FG initiative, for example “You’re in here because 
we want to work on your sentence writing”. The FG teacher explained that, whilst the 
latter approach initially came about as a result the experimental nature of the 
initiative and the lack of supporting documentation providing a shared and clearly 
articulated view of the initiative’s overriding aims (identified as an ‘Area for 
Development’ - see p110), staff had come to find this personalised approach useful 
for reframing pupils’ negative self perceptions. 
 
With regards how other pupils perceive the initiative, there was a general consensus 
amongst the 4 staff interviewees that the FG pupils did not receive negative 
messages, either directly or indirectly, from other pupils regarding their inclusion 
within the Year 7 FG.  Staff responses suggested that this was due to two main 
factors: 
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1. An accepting ethos amongst pupils due to the school’s relatively high level of 
need and the fact that the FG is just one of several initiatives taking place 
within the school. 
 
2. The positive messages that the Year 7 FG staff give to all pupils (both FG and 
non FG pupils) regarding the FG and the reason for pupils' inclusion within the 
FG. 
 
With regards to how non-FG staff perceive the initiative, staff interviewees reported 
that non-FG staff could sometimes undermine FG staff’s efforts to create a positive 
identity for the FG, for example by referring to the FG as ‘set four’ rather than the 
'Foundation Group'.  For more information on this issue please refer to section 3.5.5 
‘Issues arising’ (p109).   
 
Summary of the ‘Head teacher view’ 
 
The Head teacher did not believe there was any stigma associated with the FG, 
either amongst pupils or staff.  He attributed this to three main factors: 
 
1. The positive identity that the FG has developed due to the messages the FG staff 
give to pupils. 
 
2. The fact that the FG has been given a high level of resourcing and facilities.  
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3. The fact that the group is centrally located and fully included within the life of the 
school.  
 
Whist the first point supports the second factor highlighted by staff interviewees 
(positive messages given by FG staff), the latter two points represent an additional 
perspective on factors which have contributed to the FG developing a positive 
identity; a perspective not necessarily shared by the staff interviewees (for more 
information please refer to section 3.5.5  ‘Issues arising', p109). 
 
By way of evidence for the fact that the FG does not have a negative identity 
amongst other pupils, the Head teacher reported that a number of non-FG pupils 
have requested to be included within the FG.  He also suggested that the FG had 
actually prevented stigmatisation by preventing individual pupils from developing a 
poor reputation amongst staff (which he felt would have been more likely had some 
of the pupils gone straight into Year 7 mainstream classes as opposed to the Year 7 
FG).   
 
Summary of the ‘Pupil view’ 
 
Due to potential sensitivities this evaluation question was explored with pupil 
interviewees by asking three indirect questions (see below).  For reasons of 
sensitivity not all of the pupils were asked all of the questions.   A summary of the 
pupils’ responses to each question is given below: 
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‘Why are you in the Foundation Group?’ 
 
Of the 7 pupils who were asked why they thought they were in the FG, 4 gave 
explanations which were framed positively.  Although the remaining 3 explanations 
were not framed positively, they tended to be factual and provided no indication that 
the pupils felt stigmatised as a result of their inclusion within the group, for example 
“…because I’m not really good at English”.  When collating pupils’ responses it was 
noticeable that each pupil gave a slightly different explanation which was unique to 
their own personal circumstances (or self-perception of those circumstances), for 
example “Mainly my behaviour and I should concentrate more, so that’s why I’m 
here, so they can help me.”  This provides support for the individualised message 
approach which staff interviewees reported taking with the pupils (see section on 
‘Summary of the ‘Staff view’ above). 
 
‘Is your class the same or different to other classes (and if so how)?’ 
 
Of the 10 pupils who were asked this question all 10 felt that the FG was different to 
other classes.  When asked how it was different, 5 pupils gave positive explanations, 
3 pupils gave neutral explanations and only 2 pupils gave negative explanations.  
Again the negative explanations tended to be factual as opposed to indicating 
stigma, for example “Our class is different because it is a lower set.” 
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‘Who are your friends/ who do you hang around with?’ 
 
Of the 10 pupils who were asked this question, all 10 stated that they had friends in 
other classes in addition to friends in the FG.   
 
3.5.4   Question 6:  How can the Foundation Group be improved and extended? 
 
The data analysis process outlined in Table 8 (p95) resulted in the identification of 
seven areas for development (see Table 10, p110).  Given their formative value, 
areas for development which were raised by only one or two stakeholder groups, but 
which did not receive disconfirming evidence, were included in the feedback given to 
the school.  
 
3.5.5   Issues arising 
 
As agreed by the steering group early on in the research process, issues about which 
stakeholders expressed conflicting or contradictory views were highlighted and 
presented back to the school by the researcher.  Table 11 (p111) presents the three 
issues, together with a brief overview of the differing perspectives of stakeholders on 
each. 
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Area for development 
 
Explanation and supporting evidence 
 
 
Developing formal 
documentation for the FG 
 
 
Both the staff interviewees and the Head teacher (H/T) stated that 
formal documentation was needed in order to provide a shared 
understanding amongst school staff, parents and the wider 
community, of the aims, purposes and operation of the FG. 
(N.B. As stated in Table 2, it was in response to this need that Q2 
‘What is the Foundation Group and how does it operate?’ was 
identified as one of the six overarching evaluation questions.) 
 
 
Communication with, and 
involvement of parents 
 
 
Staff interviewees reported that in the FG’s first year, explanation to 
parents about the FG’s remit, purpose and operation had been 
restricted due to the initiative being experimental and the FG teacher 
not having specific policy documentation to support her 
communications with parents.  Although the FG teacher reported that 
in the second year of the initiative she felt more confident in 
explaining the purpose of the FG to parents, she hoped that with the 
development of formal policy documentation (see above), there could 
be greater communication with, and involvement of parents in the 
initiative. The H/T also acknowledged that there would need to be 
greater involvement of parents.  
 
 
Post-initiative support 
arrangements (pastoral and 
academic) for pupils who 
leave the FG and return to 
‘mainstream’ lessons. 
 
 
Both the staff interviewees and the H/T acknowledged that post-
initiative support for pupils was an area for further development (see 
results for Q4).  The staff suggested that support arrangements were 
needed in order to ensure that pupils did not become disaffected 
following their transition back into mainstream Year 8 lessons.  Taking 
a slightly different perspective, the H/T suggested that a ‘longitudinal 
maintenance programme’ would be beneficial in order to ensure that 
the positive impact of the FG on the pupils was maintained over time. 
 
 
Extending and replicating the 
FG’s principles and practices 
to benefit a greater number 
of pupils 
 
 
Interviewees from all three stakeholder groups expressed the view 
that some of the key principles and/or practices of the FG initiative 
could usefully be extended to benefit a greater number of pupils.  
 
Collating resources 
necessary to deliver the FG 
curriculum 
 
 
The staff interviewees expressed a desire for more curriculum 
resources which were sufficiently differentiated to meet the needs of 
the FG pupils.  They also expressed the desire for and a central base 
where these resources could be stored and accessed. 
 
 
Regular, formal departmental 
meetings for FG staff 
members 
 
 
 
Staff interviewees reported that, unlike other departmental groups 
within the school, the members of staff who teach the Year 7 FG only 
meet to plan and discuss issues on an ad hoc basis.  They therefore 
suggested the idea of a formalised FG departmental meeting that 
could take place on a monthly basis. 
 
 
Support for pupils with 
English as an Additional 
Language 
 
 
Staff interviewees expressed the view that there was a need for more 
support for FG pupils who arrive in the group with little or no English.  
They suggested that this support could consist of specialist teachers 
coming into the FG and/or pupils going out to specialist teachers. 
 
Table 10. The seven identified areas for development 
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Issue 
 
Explanation/Supporting Evidence 
 
 
Awareness, 
understanding, 
interest and 
support from 
non FG staff  
 
 
The H/T felt that the FG had been given a very high profile within the school and that 
as a result, non-FG staff were fully aware of what was happening.  He felt that there 
was good communication between FG staff and non-FG staff and stated that non-
FG staff approached FG staff for support and advice regarding behaviour 
management.   
 
In contrast to the H/T’s view, the staff interviewees felt that not all of the non-FG staff 
understood the concept of the FG.  They stated that non-FG staff did not tend to 
approach the FG (or FG staff), either to see what was happening, or for support and 
advice re: behaviour management.  They stated that not all non-FG staff used the 
correct terminology when referring to the FG.  They also felt that some non-FG staff 
did not appear to appreciate the extent of the difficulties the FG pupils experience 
with their learning and the resultant need to differentiate the pupils’ work. 
 
 
The 
Organisation of 
the FG  
 
 
 
 
 
The classroom issue 
The H/T felt that a key supportive factor was the fact that the pupils had fewer 
classrooms to move to.  When asked how he envisaged the FG developing, the H/T 
therefore reported that he was considering the possibility of the FG pupils staying in 
their FG classroom for all lessons and having teachers come to the pupils as 
opposed to vice versa.  Although the FG teacher did not cite pupils having fewer 
classrooms to move to as being as a supportive factor, she also suggested the idea 
of the pupils staying in the FG classroom for all lessons.  However, she then 
reflected that pupils may get ‘fed up’ with this. 
 
Other than references to the flexibility of the timetable (see ‘Freedom and 
Flexibility’), only two of the pupils explicitly commented on the different organisation 
of their FG experience in comparison with their Year 7 peers. One of these pupils 
expressed the desire to move to more classrooms.  He commented that it could be 
boring having to be in the same classroom, looking at the same wall displays for so 
many hours of the week.   
 
Contact time with the FG teacher 
The Year 7 FG teacher felt that the contact time between herself and the FG pupils 
was a key factor in contributing to the success of the FG. When asked how the FG 
could be developed, she therefore suggested increasing this contact time.  She felt 
that this could be particularly beneficial for raising pupil’s academic attainment.   
 
Whilst the FG pupils were generally very positive about the FG teacher, when asked 
how the FG could be improved, one pupil suggested reducing the contact time with 
the FG teacher whilst another pupil expressed the desire to be taught by more 
teachers (the same pupil who expressed the desire to move to more classrooms). In 
addition, two of the male pupils mentioned ‘getting in a mood’ and ‘getting angry’ 
when the FG teacher told them off.  This could be interpreted as being symptomatic 
of the pupils spending a relatively large amount of time with the same teacher. 
 
 
Removing 
ethnic and 
cultural 
barriers 
between pupils 
 
 
 
Staff interviewees suggested that the FG pupils’ shared experience of being in the 
FG had helped to break down potential ethnic and cultural barriers between them.  
However, when asked what they did not enjoy about the FG, two of the pupils 
complained that they found it difficult to get on with other FG pupils due to ethnic and 
cultural differences.  This would suggest that, whilst the FG may consist of an 
ethnically and culturally diverse group of pupils, the process of bringing pupils 
together in the group may not in itself guarantee that any barriers will be broken 
down, and may even serve to magnify differences and frictions. 
 
Table 11.  Issues about which stakeholders expressed conflicting or contradictory views. 
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3.6   Discussion 
 
Whilst this evaluation did not seek to generate an evidence base which would either 
support, or refute the use of Primary Ethos initiatives with vulnerable Year 7 pupils, 
the three themes identified for Q3: ‘The Foundation Group Staff’, ‘Support for 
Learning’ and ‘Freedom and Flexibility’, would indicate that, within this particular 
school and initiative context, a small group of identified Year 7 pupils have responded 
positively to the continuation of elements normally associated with primary school (for 
example, a strong relationship between pupils and one key member of staff, a 
greater focus on basic skills and a flexible approach to teaching and learning), and 
therefore to a greater degree of continuity than is typically experienced by pupils 
following secondary transfer (the lack of continuity and an incompatibility of teaching 
approaches between primary and secondary schools has been well documented, for 
example Delamont and Galton, 1986; Galton et al, 1999; Galton et al, 2000).    
 
That fact that only two of the pupils expressed a desire for either reduced contact 
time with the Foundation Group (FG) teacher and/or reduced time in the FG 
classroom, and that none of the pupils complained about being treated like primary 
school pupils, or about the work being too easy for them (as was the case for a 
minority of the pupils interviewed for Bryan and Treanor’s (2007) ENABLE 
evaluation), could also be taken as evidence to suggest that the school's FG initiative 
has succeeded in achieving what more recent government-funded secondary 
transfer research has begun to recommend; that is creating a sufficient ‘balance of 
continuity and discontinuity’ so that pupils feel that they are being treated differently 
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enough from primary school, but not so differently that they cannot cope (Galton et 
al, 2003).  
 
Whilst they might more readily reflect a primary than a secondary school’s ethos, 
from a critical standpoint it could be said that the three ‘supportive factor’ themes 
simply reflect much of what could be considered to be good practice with regards to 
the teaching and learning experiences that should be provided for all pupils, 
regardless of their age, ability, or level of need. Indeed it is difficult to see how all 
pupils would not benefit from a strong positive relationship with one key member of 
staff, or from flexible approaches to teaching and learning.  In addition, one could 
argue that the eight identified staff characteristics (positivity, encouragement, 
awareness, empathy, interest, honesty, a desire to develop skills and a willingness to 
be flexible) are equally applicable to all staff working with young people, both within 
and outside of educational settings.  In recognition of this, at the time of writing this 
paper the Head teacher is in the process of preparing feedback for the entire school 
staff group, with a view to strengthening the presence of the identified ‘supportive 
factor’ themes (including the eight identified staff characteristics) within the teaching 
and learning practices taking place throughout the school.   
 
The study’s finding that the FG pupils demonstrated variable levels of knowledge and 
understanding with regards to the process of moving out of the initiative, suggests 
that the FG teacher may not be giving the pupils adequate information and time to 
enable them to prepare emotionally for their transition out of the initiative at the end 
of the year.  In addition, staff interviewees' acknowledgement that the experience of 
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leaving the group may have a detrimental effect on some of the more emotionally 
immature pupils, indicates that the school may need to give more consideration to 
post-initiative support, and perhaps more importantly, to exit criteria for pupils’ 
transition back into mainstream Year 8 classes.  With the school now having a 
recently established Year 8 FG (which, although different to the Year 7 FG in terms 
of organisation, remit and purpose, is reported to provide some degree of continuity), 
exit criteria would be particularly useful in helping staff to decide where pupils would 
be best placed the following year (that is, mainstream Year 8 classes or the Year 8 
FG). 
 
Given the study's finding that a strong positive relationship between the pupils and 
their FG teacher is a key supportive factor, it is possible that some pupils who leave 
the FG may subsequently experience difficulties due to the perceived loss of this 
relationship.  Although it was not possible to interview former Year 7 FG pupils in 
order to explore this issue further (a limitation of the evaluation), the following excerpt 
from the interview with the FG teacher does provide some support for this 
hypothesis: 
 
“it all depends on the child really, I mean we’ve got one young man who decides that.. 
after being with me for a year, in that security for a year, he did so well that we moved 
him out, he can’t cope in these lessons and runs around the school like a loony….. 
when he came to me, because I mummied him if you like.. and then we moved him 
out because we’d done such a good job, getting his attainment up, getting him there! 
When he went out I don’t think he could cope, he’s in the big wide world, ‘Oh my God 
what am I doing, where am I going?’ Although he’s got friends in his class he just 
doesn’t wanna be there because he just can’t be bothered and his behaviour came 
out then and not his ability, and that overtook…” 
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In the author’s view this vignette highlights the potential dangers inherent in any time-
limited initiative for vulnerable pupils which facilitates the development of a close 
pupil-teacher relationship only for this relationship to come to an end (or at least 
diminish) when the initiative ends.  When one considers the many experiences of 
loss that vulnerable secondary school pupils may already have experienced in their 
lives (see Durkin, 2000 for a discussion on loss and secondary transition), the 
importance of preventing further experiences of loss and the ethical implications of 
not doing so become clear. 
 
Unlike the ENABLE evaluation (Bryan and Treanor, 2007) which highlighted a lack of 
openness with pupils regarding the ENABLE initiative and the reasons for pupils’ 
inclusion within it, the present study found that, despite the lack of formal 
documentation to support staffs’ communications to pupils and families i) all of the 
pupils knew they were receiving something different and ii) the majority of the pupils 
framed this difference positively and demonstrated a positive and personal 
understanding of why they were in the FG.  Whilst this would indicate that the school 
has succeeded in creating a positive identity amongst the FG pupils, the emergence 
of an issue relating to awareness, understanding, interest and support from non-FG 
staff members, would suggest that that this positive identity has arisen more as a 
result of the supportive and accepting ethos amongst pupils and the positive 
messages given to pupils by the FG staff, than from support, acceptance and positive 
messages from non-FG staff members. With the Head teacher and the staff 
interviewees having different views on this issue, a limitation of the evaluation was 
that the researcher was unable to gather the views of non-FG staff members in order 
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to explore their perceptions of the initiative. In addition to helping to clarify whether 
this issue is in fact an area for development for the school, interviews with non-FG 
staff members may have provided additional insights into the way in which the 
initiative has impacted on the functioning of the wider school organisation. 
 
3.6.1   Final comment 
 
Having now completed the evaluation, it is the author’s contention that, whilst 
process questions may not necessarily address the priority needs of educational 
executives and may result in a more complex and labour-intensive data analysis 
process than impact questions, such questions are crucial for initiative development 
and organisational learning.  In support of the present evaluation’s formative value, 
the Head teacher is currently incorporating the study’s findings into the school’s self 
evaluation form (SEF), the eight identified staff characteristics are to be used to 
inform future recruitment of staff, and the comprehensive descriptive document 
produced for Q2 (see Appendix 3, p161) will now be utilised by the school as a basis 
for developing a shared and clearly articulated view of the FG. 
   
Aside from their formative value, the author would argue that process questions must 
be asked if schools are to avoid making assumptions about factors which are 
responsible for contributing to an initiative’s success and factors which need to be 
omitted, changed or improved. With Primary Ethos initiatives being known for their 
complexity (Kutnick et al, 2005) the scope for drawing incorrect conclusions 
regarding the 'intervening processes' involved in these initiatives is great.  This scope 
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becomes even greater when there are several initiatives taking place within a school 
and some of these initiatives overlap. As the Head teacher of the school in the 
present study stated: 
 
"if you were actually to ask me to unpick some of the successes that we celebrate 
with the Foundation Group, they would be successes that I would attribute to other 
initiatives as well…. actually trying to unpick which initiative is responsible for which 
successes is very difficult but what do know is that the complexity of things we are 
offering is generating this particular response." 
 
It was in acknowledgement of the complexity of educational initiatives which 
continually evolve and which are conducted within complex learning milieus, that this 
evaluation rejected the notion of producing generalisable claims regarding the impact 
of Primary Ethos approaches, in favour of an illumination of some of the processes 
and issues associated with one particular initiative in one particular setting. Although 
the evaluation may not have contributed to theory development, as in the case of 
Realistic Evaluation (Pawson and Tilley, 1997), it is hoped that by providing a 
detailed description of the Foundation Group initiative, the school context (Appendix 
3, p161) and the pupils involved (Appendix 4, p167), interested parties will be able to 
make informed decisions about the relevance (as opposed to the generalisable 
value) of the present evaluation's findings to existing or prospective Primary Ethos 
initiatives taking place within other UK secondary schools.  
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Chapter 4.  Concluding Commentary 
 
This volume has reported on a real world educational evaluation undertaken 
by the researcher in collaboration with school stakeholders.  Since the 
empirical study’s discussion section focused predominantly on the 
implications of the evaluation’s findings for the school, the two main aims of 
this concluding commentary are: 
 
1. to supplement the critique contained with the empirical study’s 
methodology section by reflecting on the selected evaluation approach; 
 
2. to reflect on the contribution of the research to knowledge development 
and to suggest directions for future research. 
 
4.1   Reflections on the evaluation approach  
 
By electing to undertake a collaborative stakeholder evaluation the 
researcher hoped that the evaluation would have catalytic validity (Scheurich, 
1997) by empowering school stakeholders to act in new and creative ways 
through their involvement in the research process.  Thus, whilst for more 
traditional outcome evaluations the close involvement of a researcher might 
have been considered to constitute a limitation (due to the likelihood that it 
would influence both the initiative being evaluated and the views, opinions 
and practices of those involved in the initiative), with a primary purpose of the 
present evaluation being to inform initiative development and organisational 
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learning, the close involvement of the researcher was considered in this case 
to constitute a benefit, as opposed to a limitation, of the chosen approach.   
 
As a way of offering a solution to the criticism that qualitative research is 
subjective, Patton (1997) proposes replacing the traditional scientific search 
for 'objective truth' with a search for 'useful and balanced information’.  Patton 
proposes that ‘useful and balanced information’ can be obtained by being fair 
and conscientious in taking account of multiple perspectives, interests and 
realities.   In reflecting upon the way in which the evaluation was conducted, 
the researcher would suggest that the following strategies, approaches and 
techniques were particularly useful in ensuring that the evaluation generated 
‘useful and balanced information’, both for school stakeholders and for a 
wider audience: 
 
• The use of the RADIO framework (Knight and Timmins, 1995) for 
negotiating and clarifying evaluation questions that would be of use 
and interest for both the school and for the UK Primary Ethos literature 
and research base;  
 
• The exploration of both supportive factors and areas for development; 
 
• The triangulation of information from three stakeholder groups and the 
illumination, retention and feedback of information regarding 
discrepancies and contradictions; 
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• The checking out of interpretations and inferences with all interviewees 
(pupils, staff and head teacher) during the interviews, and with adult 
interviewees following data analysis. 
 
Whilst the reported findings reflected the outcome of a systematic and 
rigorous data analysis process, it is acknowledged that another researcher 
may have interpreted the qualitative interview data differently, particularly in 
relation the three 'supportive factor' themes identified for Q3.  In their guide to 
thematic analysis, Braun and Clarke (2006) warn against the dangers of 
becoming 'over-enthusiastic with re-coding', since coding data and generating 
themes could go on 'ad infinitum' (p92).  It was bearing this, and the purpose 
behind asking evaluation Q3 in mind (to provide the school with some insights 
into features of the initiative which might usefully be strengthened and/or 
developed), that the researcher ceased analysing the data when it was felt 
that the themes provided i) a valid reflection of the data set and ii) some 
useful insights for the school.  Thus the researcher was more concerned with 
being true to the data gathered and informing 'use' (in line with Patton's (1990) 
utilisation-focused approach to evaluation) than with generating themes with 
theoretical validity. 
 
In the absence of a second researcher to undertake reliability checks during 
the data-analysis phase, the checking out of interpretations and inferences, 
both during interviews and post-data analysis, acquired particular importance 
for the researcher.  In addition to its value in ensuring validity and reliability 
(Silverman, 1993; Kvale, 2007), this approach would reinforce the value 
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placed by the researcher on stakeholder participation at all stages of the 
research process.  It is with this in mind that the researcher considers a main 
limitation of the evaluation to be the absence of post-data analysis meetings 
with pupils in order to check out the coherence and representational value of 
the 'pupil perspective' and to enable the pupils to share any additional views 
or insights. Whilst the evaluation did not set out to be a ‘pupil voice’ study per 
se, when combined with the fact the evaluation steering group set the 
evaluation agenda as opposed to the pupils themselves, the limitations of this 
evaluation in terms of contributing to the secondary transfer ‘pupil voice’ 
research base (for example, Durkin, 2000; Tobell, 2003; Pratt and George, 
2005 and Maras and Aveling, 2006) become evident. 
 
4.2   Contribution to knowledge and directions for future research 
 
Whilst the design and context-specificity of the empirical study may have 
precluded the generation of universal theories or conclusions regarding the 
use of Primary Ethos approaches in secondary schools, the author would 
suggest that a key contribution that the present research has made to 
knowledge development has been the exploration of the secondary transfer 
‘continuity debate’ and the identification of issues which now require further 
attention by researchers.  For example, in light of the critical literature review’s 
findings regarding i) the ambiguity and confusion surrounding Galton, Gray 
and Rudduck’s (2003) idea of ‘maintaining the balance of continuities and 
discontinuities’ at secondary transfer, and ii) the different conclusions that 
have been drawn by researchers who have sought pupils’ views on how they 
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want to be treated following secondary transfer (for example, see Galton et al, 
2003 and Tobell, 2003), the author would suggest that further research is now 
required in order to: 
 
i) document, compare and contrast the range of practice currently taking 
place in Year 6 and Year 7 classrooms in English primary and 
secondary schools.  Without knowing what teaching approaches are 
currently being used in Years 6 and 7 it is very difficult, if not 
impossible, for schools to know what ‘continuity’ and ‘discontinuity’ at 
secondary transfer, both in terms of curriculum and pedagogy, actually 
constitute and look like in practice; and 
 
ii) clarify which aspects of pedagogy should be continued across the 
transfer period and which aspects (if any) should be discontinued in 
order to mark pupils’ new status as secondary students.  Such 
research would need to draw heavily on the views of pupils 
themselves and would need to ask pupils what it is that they want from 
their longer term experience of secondary school. 
 
Given that i) it may be some time before secondary schools can expect to 
receive further guidance on how they can create a balance of continuities and 
discontinuities for all pupils at secondary transfer, ii) as the author pointed out 
in the concluding section of the critical literature review (see p55), individual 
differences mean that different pupils have different needs during and beyond 
the secondary transfer period, and iii) schools and local authorities are 
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increasingly being required to demonstrate how they are planning, monitoring 
and evaluating the development of educational provision for diverse needs, 
increasing access for disadvantaged groups, securing the entitlement of all 
pupils and raising achievement and standards,  it may also be timely for 
research which documents the experiences, challenges and successes of 
secondary schools who are using Provision Management (see Hrekow, 2006) 
as a tool for planning and evaluating provision for individuals and groups of 
Year 7 pupils.  As a strategic management approach which requires schools 
to audit the needs of all pupils in order to map provision for both individuals 
and groups (including for example pupils with special educational needs, 
pupils with English as an additional language, refugee and asylum seeker 
pupils and gifted and talented pupils)  the author would suggest that Provision 
Management may be a more realistic and effective solution for schools 
looking to meet the needs of individual pupils following secondary transfer, 
than Galton et al’s (2003) ‘one-size-fits-all’ idea of ‘balancing continuities and 
discontinuities’. 
 
4.3   Final comment 
 
Since completing the evaluation the members of the steering group have 
reported that they both valued and learnt from the opportunity to contribute to 
each stage of the evaluation process, and that they would now feel more 
confident in undertaking their own small-scale evaluation. This suggests that 
as intended, the evaluation has had catalytic validity for school stakeholders 
(Scheurich, 1997).   From speaking with the Head teacher it would appear 
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that a further benefit of conducting an evaluation in this way has been in 
broadening school stakeholders’ perceptions of the type of work that the 
Educational Psychologists can support schools with.  With Educational 
Psychology Service’s looking to work in more creative and systemic ways with 
schools (Wagner, 2000), collaborative stakeholder evaluations are one 
example of how this aim can be realised. 
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• The impact of secondary transfer
• How schools have responded
• The ‘continuity vs discontinuity’ debate
• The ‘Primary Ethos’ approach
• Primary Ethos research
• Future directions for Primary Ethos research
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The impact of secondary transfer
A significant body of research, accumulated over the last 
four decades, shows that for a significant minority of pupils, 
the transfer from primary school to secondary school has a 
negative impact (for example, see Rudduck et al, 1996; 
Suffolk LEA, 1997 and Galton et al, 2003). 
This body of research can be broadly divided into research 
exploring the impact of secondary transfer on pupil’s social 
and emotional development and research exploring the 
impact of secondary transfer on pupil’s academic 
development. 
Historically there has been a bias towards research focusing on the social and emotional aspects of 
secondary transfer, as opposed to the academic aspects (Galton et al, 1999; Galton et al, 2000). 
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The impact of secondary transfer on pupils' 
social and emotional development
The Immediate Transfer Period:
• Research has consistently highlighted pupil anxiety as a transitional 
difficulty (see Nisbet and Entwistle, 1969; Youngmann, 1978; Measor and 
Woods, 1984).  
Pupils’ Longer Term Adjustment:
• Research has highlighted decreases in pupils' motivation and 
enjoyment by the end of Year 7 (e.g. Galton and Willcocks, 1983; 
Rudduck et al, 1996, Galton et al, 2003).  
• This UK research in line with American reviews of research, which have also 
found evidence of a ‘downturn’ in motivation following the initial period 
of adjustment in the secondary school (e.g. Wigfield et al, 1991)
From reviewing past research with a social-emotional focus, studies appear to have  explored either 
i) pupils’ response to the immediate transfer period or ii) pupils’ subsequent adjustment to, and 
experience of secondary school.  The majority of research has focused on the immediate transfer 
period.  However, a smaller sub-group of studies have used a longitudinal design to explore pupils’
adjustment to secondary school.
Immediate transfer period
Research which has explored pupils’ response to the immediate transfer period includes studies 
which have used positivist, experimental methodologies and studies which have used more 
interpretive and qualitative methodologies.  In the former category are studies which have used 
questionnaires, surveys and inventories in an attempt to measure changes in pupils’ attitudes and 
personality characteristics.  In the latter category, ‘pupil voice' studies have supplemented the more 
traditional, large scale surveys of pupil attitudes, by generating rich insights into the views and 
experiences of the pupils themselves. Some of the reasons for pupil anxiety highlighted by studies 
have included pupils' concerns about personal safety and possessions, self-image and status 
(Rudduck et al, 1996) and the organisational aspects of transfer, such as getting lost (Wood and 
Caulier-Grice, 2006).
Longer term adjustment
Galton and Willcocks’ (1983) much quoted ORACLE study used attitude inventories and 
questionnaires.  Rudduck et al (1996) intermittently interviewed over 80 pupils from 3 comprehensive 
schools through Year 8 to Year 11.  Through interviewing pupils this study highlighted a decline in 
pupils' learning commitment and a loss of impetus towards the end of Year 7 and particularly in Year 
8.  Galton et al (2003) measured pupil attitudes across and beyond the transfer period and found that 
by the end of Year 7, many pupils were finding school less enjoyable than they were in primary 
school.
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The impact of secondary transfer on pupils' 
academic attainment
Less research focusing on academic attainment, however:
A small number of UK research studies have reported a 'dip' in 
pupils' progress across the transfer period (see Galton and 
Willcocks, 1983; Suffolk LEA, 1997). The ORACLE replication study 
(Hargreaves and Galton, 2002) found that up to 2 out of every 5 
pupils failed to make expected progress during the year following 
secondary transfer.
Again, UK findings are supported by North American research (e.g. 
Alspaugh, 1998) which demonstrates that student performance 
drops on transfer from elementary school to junior high school, with 
no concomitant drop for those pupils who remain in elementary 
schools and do not change schools until they are 15 or 16.
Although the majority of secondary transfer researchers have focused on the social and emotional 
adjustment of pupils (Galton et al, 2000), Maurice Galton and colleagues have always maintained an 
interest in the impact of secondary transfer on academic attainment.  Galton’s original ORACLE 
study, conducted between 1975 and 1980 (reported in Galton and Willcocks, 1983) followed a cohort 
of pupils in 5-9 and 5-11 feeder schools and found that nearly 40% of pupils made either losses or no 
gains in absolute terms on standardised tests of language, mathematics and reading in their first year 
following transfer.  As shown on the slide, their replication study supported the view that secondary 
transfer negatively impacts on pupils’ attainment, with the finding that 2 out of every 5 pupils failed to 
make the expected progress during the post-transfer year.
The lack of studies exploring the academic side of transfer has been attributed to the difficulties in 
assessing progress across the transfer period (Marshall and Brindley, 1998)
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How schools have responded to the problems 
of secondary transfer
A comprehensive review of secondary transfer practice (Galton et al, 
1999) found that schools were concentrating most of their efforts 
on addressing the personal and social aspects of transfer at the
expense of curriculum and pedagogic aspects.
The review concluded that schools were becoming ‘remarkably 
successful at smoothing the path of transfer and making the move
to the new school less stressful’ (p27) but needed to do more to 
address the academic aspects.
In their 2003 follow-up review Galton et al found that schools were 
paying increased attention to the academic aspects of transfer. 
However they  stated that ‘Schools need further encouragement to 
pursue initiatives that place increased emphasis on the academic
rather than the social aspects of transfer ’ (Galton et al, 2003, piii).
Fortunately, the social-emotional emphasis which exists in the secondary transfer literature has been 
matched by a greater number of school and LA initiatives, which have tended to focus on addressing 
the personal and social aspects of transfer.   One of the main initiatives reported in Galton’s review 
has been pre-transfer induction days, which allow pupils to familiarise themselves with their new 
school before the school term starts.   
As a testament to schools’ efforts in addressing the social-emotional aspects of transfer, Galton,
Hargreaves, Comber, Wall and Pell (1999) found that, compared with twenty years ago, many of the 
‘typical’ pupil concerns identified in earlier social-emotional studies (for example Dutch and McCall, 
1974; Youngmann, 1978) had been eliminated or substantially reduced.  
Reasons proposed for schools’ lack of progress in addressing the academic side of transfer have 
included a lack of support at local level for evaluating initiatives (Galton et al, 1999), the differing 
perspectives of primary and secondary teachers, and the difficulties of assessing progress across the 
transfer period (Marshall and Brindley, 1998) .
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Conclusions from the research on the impact of 
secondary transfer
Whilst schools have succeeded in making secondary transfer a 
smoother and less stressful experience for pupils (e.g. see Galton 
et al, 1999), two main issues continue to present problems for 
schools:
1. The hiatus in pupils’ academic progress following secondary 
transfer.  
2. The decline in some pupils’ enjoyment of, and engagement with 
school following the initial ‘settling in’ period. 
Both of these issues have been partially attributed to partially 
attributed to a lack of curriculum continuity and an 
incompatibility of teaching methods used between Key Stages 2 
and 3 (Delamont and Galton, 1986; Galton et al, 1999; Galton et 
al, 2000).
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The ‘continuity vs discontinuity’ debate
Continuity:
• ‘Knowing which topics have already been covered, knowing 
what skills and understandings have been well established and 
knowing the pace and style of previous lessons in the subject’
(Wood and Caulier-Grice, 2006, p156). 
• Promoted in Galton et al’s (1999) secondary transfer DfES
research report.
• Galton et al’s (2003) survey found that 46% of school’s 
transfer initiatives addressed the area of curriculum continuity.
Continuity: an assumed virtue until…….
Until Galton et al’s (2003) DfES research report curriculum and learning continuity across the 
secondary transfer period has been an assumed virtue (Galton et al, 2003) and evidence pointing to 
a lack of curriculum continuity and incompatible teaching methods (see Galton and Willcocks, 1983; 
Gorwood, 1986; Galton et al, 1999; Hargreaves and Galton, 2002) has been used to explain both the 
hiatus in academic progress and the pupil disengagement issue.
As a result of this dominant assumption, Galton et al’s (1999) DfES report urged schools to focus on 
strengthening curriculum and learning continuity through the use of bridging units, teacher liaisons 
and information exchange.
The findings of Galton et al’s 2003 survey (46% curriculum continuity initiatives) contrasted with their 
1999 survey which found that 90% of reported initiatives focussed either on administrative matters or 
easing the passage of pupils from primary to secondary.
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The ‘continuity vs discontinuity’ debate cont.
Discontinuity:
• Concept introduced in Galton et al’s (2003) secondary transfer 
DfES research report.
• Challenging the assumption that pupils need continuity.
• Term used interchangeably with ‘progression’ (for example, 
see Wood and Caulier Grice, 2006).
• Some ambiguity and confusion re: whether pupils need 
discontinuity/progression in terms of the curriculum and/or in 
terms of pedagogy and learning environment.
Galton’s 2003 report ‘Transfers And Transitions In The Middle Years Of Schooling: Continuities And 
Discontinuities In Learning’ explicitly questioned the long-held assumption that pupils need continuity 
and reported that pupils expressed a desire for some aspects of discontinuity across the transfer 
period.  Whilst the report did not explicitly specify which aspects should be characterised by 
discontinuity, it appeared to be recommending discontinuity in terms of pedagogy or teaching 
approaches as opposed to the curriculum.
Wood and Caulier Grice’s (2006) ‘Fade or Flourish’ report makes reference to ‘progression’ rather 
than discontinuity, stating that ‘both continuity and sufficient progress are necessary for successful 
transfer’ (p153).  However this report somewhat contradicts Galton et al’s (2003) report by 
recommending that greater continuity is needed in relation to environment and pedagogy.  This also 
contradicts a recommendation made earlier in Wood and Caulier Grice’s report that secondary 
schools should consider marking pupils’ new status as secondary students with ‘symbolic changes in 
classroom practice’ (p180).
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Theory and research underpinning the ‘pro-
discontinuity/progression’ view
• US theory and research into the developmental needs of 
early adolescents (e.g. Anderman et al, 1994).
• The view that secondary transfer is a ‘rite of passage’
(see Glaser and Strauss, 1971 and Galton et al, 2000)
• The Hadow Report (1926) The Education of the 
Adolescent.  
Galton et al’s (2003) view that pupils need discontinuity links to theory and research from the US 
linking problems of secondary transfer to adolescence.  Anderman et al (1994) have attributed the 
downturn in motivation seen in adolescents following secondary transfer to the complicating effects of 
puberty and the mismatch between the school learning environment and pupils’ ‘heightened 
awareness of emerging adulthood’ (p288). These authors suggest that problems arise when young 
peoples’ expectations for being treated like an adult are not matched by increased opportunities for 
responsibility and autonomy in their new school.
The term ‘rite of passage’ has been used by Glaser and Strauss (1971) to describe the period in life 
where individuals experience of change of status – in this case emerging from childhood to 
adolescence.  The ‘rite of passage’ view can be traced back to the Hadow Report of 1926 which 
argued for a ‘a clean cut across our public education system at the age of 11 plus’ and justified age 
11 as being the appropriate age of transfer by relating it to the onset of puberty.
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Theory and research underpinning the 
‘continuity’ view
• Tobell (2003) ‘Students’ experiences of transition’
• The ‘continuity of growth’ principle (Nisbet and Entwistle, 
1969)
• Research indicating that certain groups of pupils are 
particularly vulnerable at secondary transfer (e.g. Galton 
et al, 2000; Schagen et al, 2004; Stodden et al, 2003; 
Wood and Caulier-Grice, 2006)
Tobell (2003) conducted in-depth interviews with 30 Year 7 pupils and found that nearly all of them 
complained that their secondary teachers treated them like they were adults, when in fact they felt 
that they were still children.  Tobell (2003) stated that ‘There was a general feeling that they (the 
pupils) were supposed to take responsibility for themselves but didn’t quite feel able for the task’
(p10).  Tobell quoted one of the pupils as saying ‘….at secondary school we’re treated like adults, but 
we’re not, teachers need to get to our level’.  This directly contradicts Galton et al’s (2003) assertion 
that ‘Pupils want – and expect – to be treated more like adults and to have more autonomy and trust’
and at the very least, suggests that this is not a unanimous view amongst all new secondary pupils. 
Having conducted extensive research into the ‘correct’ age for secondary transfer, Nisbet and 
Entwistle (1969) concluded that there were no psychological grounds for prescribing age limits and 
pointed out that ‘a basic principle of child development is the continuity of growth’ (p97).  They 
therefore argued that pupils’ secondary transfer (and educational experience generally) should reflect 
this continuity of growth by introducing gradual, rather than sudden changes in curriculum and styles 
of teaching.  Although they acknowledged that having different educational stages is useful, they 
recommended that there should be a smooth, rather than an abrupt transition between them.
Although individual differences will affect pupils in different ways, the following groups of pupils have 
been identified as being particularly at risk during secondary transfer:  the younger, less mature, less 
confident pupils; ones of a non-academic disposition, often from poor social and economic 
backgrounds (Galton et al, 2000); certain ethnic groups (Galton et al, 2000); pupils with EAL 
(Schagen et al, 2004); pupils with SEN (Stodden et al, 2003) and pupils with social, emotional and 
behavioural problems and/or lack of basic literacy and numeracy skills (Wood and Caulier-Grice, 
2006). 
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The ‘Primary Ethos’ approach
• One approach to maintaining continuity across the 
secondary transfer period.
• Flexible use of the term by practitioners and researchers, 
but the key principle – some element of primary 
school is replicated within the secondary 
environment.
• Considerable variation between initiatives.
• Distinct from Nurture Groups.
Although they may adopt a nurtuing approach, it is important to note that Primary Ethos initiatives are 
not the same as secondary ‘Nurture Groups’.  Whilst they may have a similar rationale and 
justification, Nurture Group’s have distinct theoretical underpinnings which relate to the work of 
Majorie Boxhall.
The flexible use of the term and variation between initiatives presents a strong rationale for 
evaluations to include a detailed description of the initiative, the processes involved and the context 
within which the initiative takes place.  This is advocated by both Process Evaluations (Robson, 
1993) and Illuminative Evaluations (Parlett and Hamilton, 1976) which emphasise the importance of 
looking at, and describing how an initiative is working within a particular context.
The Primary Ethos approach can and has been used in middle schools.  Whilst the present literature 
review focuses on the more common two tier system, it should be noted that one of the studies that 
will be reviewed (Galton and Willcock’s ORACLE study) explored the impact of the approach in two 
middle, as opposed to secondary schools.
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The Primary Ethos approach cont.
• Very little Primary Ethos research but evidence of use 
since 1960s (see Nisbet and Entwistle, 1969)
• Two possible reasons for decline in use of ‘Primary 
Ethos’ initiatives: 
1. Upper years of primary schools becoming increasingly similar to 
secondary schools (Kutnick et al, 2005; Galton and McBeath, 2002; 
Galton et al, 2003).
2. Galton et al’s (2003) report promoting the idea of discontinuity.
Since Galton et al (2003) have highlighted a lack of evaluations of secondary transfer initiatives to be 
a general problem, it seems that the lack of evaluations of Primary Ethos initiatives is simply a 
reflection of this wider issue, rather than an indication that they are not being implemented within 
secondary schools.  As Wood and Caulier Grice (2006) point out, without a mechanism, such as a 
central database which gives details of current transfer UK initiatives taking place in schools, it is 
difficult to determine how common various initiatives are. Although Galton et al (2003) have set up an 
online ‘resource file’ onto which schools can post examples of their secondary transfer initiatives, 
only a relatively small number of schools (approximately 97 at the time of writing this paper) have 
used this facility. 
Kutnick et al (2005) state that the use of ‘Primary Ethos’ initiatives has decreased significantly since 
the introduction of the National Curriculum and the greater emphasis given to specialist subject 
teaching at the primary level. Galton et al (2003) have also highlighted this issue, stating ‘what 
appears to be now happening is that much existing secondary practice has been incorporated into 
Year 6’ (p49).  As a result they suggest that issues of continuity and progression around the 
secondary transfer period may need to be re-evaluated. 
It is also possible that Galton et al’s (2003) paper which promotes the idea of a balance between 
continuity and discontinuity, may have deterred schools from selecting to use this approach to 
address the problems of secondary transfer. 
Nevertheless, after reporting on a 'Primary Ethos' project that is taking place in a school in Kent, 
Wood and Caulier-Grice (2006) give examples of other schools that are planning on introducing 
primary elements into Year 7 (see p170).  It would seem therefore, that ‘Primary Ethos’ approaches 
are still being considered and used by schools, although to what extent remains unclear.
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Early Primary Ethos Research
Three early UK studies:
• Philip’s (1968) ‘The Effect of Changes in the Traditional Transfer 
Procedure in Children’s Adjustment to Secondary School’ reported 
in Nisbet and Entwistle’s (1969) ‘The Transition to Secondary 
Education’,
• Dutch and McCall’s (1974) ‘Transition to Secondary – an Experiment 
in a Scottish Comprehensive School’ and
• Galton et al’s (1975 – 1980) 'ORACLE Transfer Study', reported in 
Galton and Willcocks (1983) ‘Moving from the Primary Classroom’.
(N.B. The three initiatives varied considerably in their aims, 
organisation and target group.)
All three studies were conducted over 20 years ago by well-known researchers in the field of 
secondary transfer; Philip’s and Dutch and McCall’s studies were conducted in Scotland and Galton 
and Willcocks’ in England.  Although these studies are now dated, they would appear to be the only 
studies of ‘Primary Ethos’ initiatives which are published and referred to in past and current UK 
secondary transfer literature (with the exception of a fourth, very recent study which is reviewed 
separately for reasons that will be explained). 
It is important to note that whilst all of the initiatives have been classed as ‘Primary Ethos’ initiatives 
since they aimed to create continuity for pupils by replicating some aspects normally associated with 
a primary school within the secondary/middle school setting, the three initiatives differed in their 
aims, their organisation and their target group.  For example, whereas the initiative described by 
Nisbet and Entwistle (1969) took place in a secondary comprehensive school and involved all Year 7 
pupils, the ‘transition department’ described by Dutch and McCall (1974) was set up by a secondary 
school but targeted pupils in their final year of primary school, whilst the two ‘Primary Ethos’
initiatives described by Galton and Willcocks (1983) were actually conducted in middle schools. 
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Characteristics of the early Primary Ethos 
research
All three studies: 
• focused predominantly on the impact of the initiatives on pupils.
• used predominantly quantitative methods.
• compared an experimental group with a comparison group.
• attempted to control and/or measure variables.
• Were underpinned by the realist view that objects, concepts and 
phenomena have an independent existence and can be 
measured.
Despite the differences between the initiatives, the three studies all shared the characteristics 
highlighted on the power point slide.  For example, they all focused on impact, they all used 
quantitative methods usually associated with the positivist research tradition, they all employed  a 
comparison group and they all attempted to measure and/or control variables.  A realist ontological 
view is evident in Dutch and McCall’s (174) study where they identify ‘school anxiety’, ‘extraversion’
and ‘neuroticism’ as variables to be measured without exploring social constructions or individual 
interpretations of these concept or justifying their selection of these concepts over other aspects of 
personality.
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Findings of the early Primary Ethos research
Impact on pupils’ social-emotional development:
• Nisbet and Entwistle (1969) and Dutch and McCall (1974) reported 
positive effects in the social-emotional domain.  However, Galton and 
Willcocks (1983) reported an increase in pupils’ anxiety towards the end 
of the year.  This has led Wood and Caulier-Grice (2006) to suggest 
that the approach may increase stress and adjustment trauma.
Impact on pupils’ academic development:
• The two studies which explored this area found no significant difference 
between the achievements of pupils who experienced the initiatives and 
those who did not.
Conclusion: mixed results
Nisbet and Entwistle (1969) reported that after 6 weeks in the secondary school there was a highly 
significant difference between the attitudes of the two groups, with only 12% of the experimental 
group showing any negative attitudes toward school in comparison with 33% of the control group.  
Improvements were greatest for the boys, the brighter children and the working class children.
Dutch and McCall (1974) concluded that the ‘transition department’ had had a small but sometimes 
significant positive effect on the social/emotional aspects of the pupil’s development, and that this 
effect was considerably more marked for girls and pupils from small schools.
Galton and Willcocks (1983) found that in the two middle schools that maintained a Primary Ethos, 
although anxiety in the immediate period after transfer was reduced, anxiety increased during the first 
year, reaching a peak just before the pupils were set to depart from the primary area at the beginning 
of Year 8.  This was in contrast to the schools that adopted a secondary approach.  In these schools 
anxiety was highest in June before transfer, declined in November and again in the following June. 
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Limitations of early Primary Ethos research
Two main limitations:
• The 3 early studies provided few insights into the processes 
or issues involved in running a Primary Ethos initiative.
• The studies were characterised by a lack of pupil voice.
In addition, the three initiatives did not specifically target 
vulnerable pupils.
Of the 3 studies only the ORACLE study attempted to look beyond impact to explore what was 
happening in the schools which maintained a Primary Ethos.  However, the way in which the findings 
were reported (integrated within a broader commentary about transfer into middle schools) limits the 
value of this study for those interested in the Primary Ethos approach. Information regarding the 
processes and issues involved could have proved valuable for other schools thinking about using a 
similar approach.
Although Nisbet and Entwistle (1969) used a pupil essay technique to explore the pupils’ subjective 
experiences of being part of the initiative, the rich qualitative data generated was then subjected to ‘a 
more precise analysis’ (p91) in which the researchers converted it into three quantitative categories. 
By not allowing the pupils to ‘set the agenda’ and express their own experiences and feelings, free 
from the constraints of the researchers’ particular lines of enquiry, it is very likely that the three 
studies have missed out on valuable information, not only with regards to areas of impact that were 
not explored, but also with regards pupils’ views on different aspects of the initiatives, for example 
what they did and did not enjoy about the experience.  Had such information been gathered and 
triangulated with the views of other key stakeholder groups (i.e. staff and parents) this may have 
helped to illuminate which aspects of the initiatives were successful, and which aspects needed to be 
re-evaluated or improved.
Given the fact that a main theoretical justification for Primary Ethos initiatives is the idea that certain 
pupils are vulnerable and may therefore benefit from greater continuity, the last point on the slide is 
particularly pertinent.
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Recent  Primary Ethos research: The ENABLE 
Evaluation (Bryan and Treanor, 2007)
The ENABLE initiative:
• One of three pilot initiatives aimed at improving secondary transfer in 
Scotland. 
• An academic initiative as well as a social-emotional initiative.  Targeted 
the lowest attaining pupils.
• Used a combination of primary teaching methods, an adapted 
curriculum, smaller class sizes and a reduced number of teachers.
• Pupils experienced the initiative for two years (to the end of S2 or Year 
8) before returning to ‘mainstream’ lessons. 
ENABLE took place in a Glasgow secondary school, Eastbank Academy.
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The ENABLE Evaluation (Bryan and Treanor, 
2007) cont.
• Explored processes as well as outcomes/impact.
• Aligned with the aims of Illuminative Evaluation (Parlett and Hamilton, 
1976) by undertaking an intensive study of the initiative as a whole.
• Explored impact in a broader sense than the early PE research.
• Used both qualitative and quantitative data gathering methods.
• Adopted a flexible design, enabling exploration of emergent issues.
Bryan Treanor’s (2007) evaluation addressed a complex array of questions, extending beyond the 
traditional impact evaluation question ‘Does it work?’.  In doing so the evaluation described what it 
was like to be part of the initiative and identified the initiative’s most significant features and critical 
processes.
In addition to exploring the impact of the initiative on pupil’s motivation, self-esteem, confidence and 
attainment, the evaluation also explored the impact of the initiative on pupils’ reintegration into 
‘mainstream’ classes, the impact of the initiative on teachers, and the impact of the initiative on non-
ENABLE classes. 
Qualitative methods included interviews and focus groups. Quantitative methods included an analysis 
of school-based data pertaining to literacy and numeracy.
The researchers were able to explore key issues that arose through consultation with stakeholders 
(staff and pupils) and which appeared to be of particular significance.  Such issues included the 
potential stigmatisation of pupils in the ENABLE class and the experience of pupils moving out of the 
ENABLE group.
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Key findings of the ENABLE Evaluation
The impact strand presented evidence to indicate that the initiative had had 
a positive impact on pupils’ motivation, self-esteem, confidence, attendance 
and attainment.
The process strand highlighted a number of interesting issues, including:
• The mixed feelings of pupils with regards moving out of the initiative.
• A lack of openness and communication to pupils regarding the initiative.
• The requirement for sustained personal and academic support once pupils 
left the initiatives and the challenges this posed.
Factors perceived to contribute to initiative’s success: relationships, the social 
aspect and smaller class sizes.
Finding re: mixed feelings: some of the pupil’s responses were reported to indicate ‘a dependence on 
the ENABLE teacher allied to concerns about the sudden change’ . This supports the ORACLE 
study’s finding that pupil’s anxiety increased as they were about to depart from the primary area 
(Galton and Willcocks, 1983).  Just when it seems as though Wood and Caulier-Grice (2006) may be 
correct when they suggest that Primary Ethos approaches simply delay rather than solve a problem 
however, the ENABLE evaluation goes on to report that the S3 (Year 8) ex-ENABLE pupils with 
whom the researchers consulted ‘were very enthusiastic and positive about their experiences in the 
ENABLE class’ (p103).  It reports that only one ex-ENABLE pupil expressed the desire to have been 
in mainstream classes all along, and states that ‘the view that the ENABLE programme prepared the 
pupils for integration with the mainstream S3 curriculum was unanimous.  They (the pupils) believed 
that they would have found it more difficult to cope if they had been in mainstream all along’ (p103).   
It would seem therefore, that although the departure from ENABLE did cause the pupils to 
experience some anxiety, in retrospect the pupils were glad that they had been part of the initiative.
With regards the ‘continuity vs discontinuity’ debate the evaluation reported that although a small 
number of pupils complained about being treated that they were still in primary school the majority 
were happy with the support they received.  This would support the view that pupils who are deemed 
vulnerable because they are low-attaining, need and are grateful for remedial action or specialist 
provision in the form of a Primary Ethos approach.
The researchers concluded that the relationships between the ENABLE teachers and pupils was one 
of the most successful elements of the project.
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Limitations of the ENABLE Evaluation and 
future directions for Primary Ethos research
Limitations of ENABLE evaluation:
• Insufficient description of methodological procedures employed.
Future directions:
• Studies which provide a clear and detailed description of the ‘Primary 
Ethos’ initiative and its context.
• Studies which illuminate the processes involved in running a ‘Primary 
Ethos’ initiative.
Although the published study briefly outlines the qualitative and quantitative methods used, the 
researchers omit to describe the procedures that were undertaken, for example how interviews and 
focus groups were conducted and how qualitative data was analysed, in sufficient detail to enable 
replication and critique.  Although in the introductory chapter the researchers do state some of the 
areas that their qualitative consultation aimed to explore, it is not clear how these aims were 
translated onto interview or focus group schedules. Without knowing what type of questioning 
approach the researchers used to gather stakeholder views, for example whether they asked closed 
or open, direct or indirect questions, and without knowing how the data was recorded for analysis, it 
is difficult to determine to what extent the views expressed were actually those of the interviewees 
rather than the interviewers. 
Future Directions:
A clear and detailed description of initiatives is necessary in order for readers to be able to make 
informed decisions about the relevance, applicability and generalisability of Primary Ethos studies’
findings to other initiatives and settings.
Information about processes could include an exploration of key issues that arise, and an 
identification of features that are necessary for successful implementation and operation. This would 
demonstrate potential for future roll-out of ‘Primary Ethos’ initiatives in other schools.
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Future directions cont.
• Studies that seek to elicit the views of pupils, and other key 
stakeholders involved in the initiative.  
• Studies that adopt a flexible design which permits the 
systematic exploration of key issues highlighted in previous 
studies and issues which arise through consultation with 
stakeholders. 
• Studies that describe their methodology and methods in 
sufficient detail to enable judgements to be made about 
reliability and validity.
Pupil views could be used as a basis for generating theoretical explanations about the psychological 
processes involved in running ‘Primary Ethos’ initiatives. 
Some of the issues that future studies could explore could include pupils’ feelings about and 
response to their reintegration back into mainstream classes and pupils’ awareness and 
understanding of the initiative they are experiencing.
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Appendix 3: Description of the ‘Foundation Group’ and the school 
context 
 
The School Context 
 
(Name) College is a medium sized secondary comprehensive school in the north of an 
ethnically and socially economically diverse city within the West Midlands.  Many of the 
school’s pupils come from deprived areas of the city and many more than average are eligible 
for free school meals.  Over a third of the pupils come from minority ethnic groups and the 
school has a much higher than average number of pupils for whom English is an additional 
language (EAL).  In addition, the school also has a much higher than average number of 
pupils with special educational needs (SEN). 
 
Rationale for the ‘Foundation Group’ Initiative 
 
With many pupils residing in materially deprived areas of the city, the school experiences a 
high number of pupils arriving in Year 7 with low educational achievement, low self esteem 
and behavioural issues. The school’s 2006 Ofsted inspection found that the progress made 
by pupils between Key Stage 2 and Key Stage 4 had improved since its previous inspection in 
2004. The inspection concluded that the majority of pupils made satisfactory progress, and 
that progress in English between Key Stage 2 and Key Stage 3 was better than average.  
Whilst this was clearly very positive, the inspection did note that there remained a minority of 
pupils who were underachieving. In discussing this issue, the Head teacher stated: 
 
‘Before the Year 7 Foundation Group existed then typically what would happen over 
the course of Year 7 was that you would get a small group of pupils who would 
become increasingly demotivated, increasingly disaffected, increasingly badly 
behaved or whose attendance might fall away…. so that by the end of Year 7 you’d 
got a small group of pupils whose behaviour and attitude to school was starting to 
have quite a detrimental impact on the school…. and you were setting yourself up for 
something that was going to be there for at least the next four years.’  
 
The Year 7 ‘Foundation Group’ initiative was therefore implemented with the aim of raising 
the attainment of this underachieving group, which included pupils lacking basic skills, pupils 
with low levels of English and pupils who were socially and emotionally vulnerable, in order to 
prevent the pattern described above from developing. 
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Aim of the Foundation Group 
 
The Year 7 Foundation Group was initially piloted as an experiment to see whether the lowest 
attaining, most vulnerable Year 7 pupils would benefit from being taught in a smaller group by 
the Head of Year 7 for just under half of the weekly timetable.  It was hoped that by taking 
away some of the challenges usually associated with secondary school organisation (for 
example, pupils moving to different classrooms to be taught by different teachers for every 
lesson) and placing the pupils together as a group, pupils would be supported in developing a 
positive group identity, forming more positive relationships with fewer members of staff and 
raising their self esteem and academic attainment.  The key principles of the group when it 
was initially implemented were as follows: 
 
• The pupils would be taught ‘core subjects’ (English, history, geography and art) by 
the Head of Year 7 (who from this point will be referred to as the 'Foundation Group 
teacher') in a specially designated Foundation Group classroom.  The pupils would 
leave the classroom to move to other teachers for the remaining subjects (science, 
music, design technology, drama, physical education, ICT, French, RE and maths).     
 
• The pupils would stay together as a group for all subjects. 
 
• Assembly, break time and lunchtime arrangements would be the same for the 
Foundation Group pupils as for all other pupils. 
 
For information about how the Foundation Group has evolved since it initially began, please 
refer to the section ‘Evolution of the Foundation Group'. 
 
Implementation of the Foundation Group 
 
The Year 7 Foundation Group initiative was implemented in September 2006.  Prior to its 
implementation the following actions were undertaken: 
 
• A Teaching Assistant (TA), with whom the Foundation Group teacher already had a 
good relationship, was identified to work full time with the Foundation Group. 
 
• The Foundation Group teacher and TA met to discuss how they would work together 
with their Foundation Group class. 
 
• A large classroom (previously used for Design Technology) was identified as the Year 
7 Foundation Group room.   
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• The Foundation Group teacher collated schemes of work and resources for each of 
the subjects that she would be teaching the pupils. 
 
• In her dual role as Head of Year 7 and Foundation Group teacher, the Foundation 
Group teacher visited the school’s feeder primary schools to collect information on 
the September 2006 pupil intake.  The Foundation Group teacher then used selection 
criteria and methods (see ‘Selection Methods and Criteria') to decide which pupils 
would be placed in the Foundation Group. 
 
Evolution of the Foundation Group  
 
The Foundation Group initiative has evolved considerably since September 2006.  Some of 
the changes that have taken place have included: 
 
• The selection criteria for the group.  For more information on this please refer to 
the section on ’Selection Methods and Criteria’. 
 
• The subjects taught by the Foundation Group teacher.  From September 2007 
the Foundation Group teacher extended her contact time with the Foundation Group 
pupils by taking responsibility for teaching Maths. 
 
• The timetable.  From September 2007 the Foundation Group teacher taught the 
pupils in two-hour blocks, either at either the start or at the end of the school day.  
This differs from arrangements during academic year 2006-2007 when the 
Foundation Group teacher taught the pupils for individual periods dispersed 
throughout the weekly timetable. 
 
• The staff who teach the Foundation Group. For more information on this please 
refer to the section ‘Staffing’. 
 
• The Foundation Group classroom.  Prior to the start of the academic year 2007 – 
2008 the classroom was adapted to make it more versatile and conducive to flexible 
and active learning.  Changes have included the removal of the Design Technology 
tables and the inclusion of a sink, new tables and chairs and a new floor. 
 
• New technology.  In addition to the changes described above, since September 
2007 the Foundation Group classroom has had computers installed (a sufficient 
number for each pupil to have their own computer) as well as video-conferencing 
equipment which allows lessons to be viewed by other teachers and schools. 
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• Curriculum focus.  Since the start of the initiative's second year (September 2007) 
there has been an increased focus on developing pupils' the Foundation Group 
pupils' basic literacy and numeracy skills. 
 
In addition to the above changes, in September 2007 the concept of the Foundation Group 
was rolled out to Year 8 and Year 9.  For more information please refer to the section 
'Development of the Foundation Group Initiative’.   
 
Selection Methods and Criteria 
 
The selection methods used to identify pupils for the Foundation Group include: 
 
• Key stage 2 SATs results 
• Information from Year 6 teachers 
 
In its first year of implementation, selection criteria* for the Foundation Group were as follows: 
 
• Pupils with low ability/lacking basic skills 
• Pupils identified as being  socially and emotionally vulnerable 
• Pupils with major behavioural issues 
 
*Pupils demonstrating only one or two of these criteria may have been selected for the group. 
 
The selection criteria for the initiative's first year resulted in some pupils being placed in the 
Foundation Group who experienced behavioural difficulties and/or who were socially and 
emotionally vulnerable but who were not necessarily low ability/lacking basic skills.   
 
The Foundation Group teacher reported that the selection criteria used in the initiative’s 
second year were different in that children with behavioural difficulties were not placed in the 
Foundation Group unless they were also low ability/ lacking basic skills. The Foundation 
Group teacher expressed the view that this has resulted in greater homogeneity amongst the 
group in terms of academic ability, therefore reducing the need to differentiate for pupils who 
were academically more able but who experienced behavioural difficulties.   
 
Despite having criteria in place, the Foundation Group teacher has reported that to some 
extent, selection decisions have had to be made on an individual pupil by pupil basis.  Due to 
the difficulties associated with defining who the ‘most vulnerable’ pupils are, there have been 
some dilemmas about which children should be admitted to the Foundation Group.   
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Staffing 
 
The same Foundation Group teacher and Teaching Assistant have worked together in the 
Year 7 Foundation Group for two academic years (2006-2007 and 2007-2008).  
 
In the academic year 2006-2007 the Foundation Group pupils were taught non-core subjects 
(i.e. PE, maths, DT, French, music and drama) by members of staff who would normally have 
taught Year 7 pupils for these subjects (i.e. subject teachers were not specially selected to 
teach the Foundation group pupils).  Towards the end of the first academic year, when 
timetabling was being completed for  the start of the academic year 2007-2008, the 
Foundation Group teacher requested that subject teachers be chosen specifically based on 
their interest and skills in encouraging less able children, and their willingness to adapt their 
curriculum and teaching style to meet their needs.  This was agreed and meant that a 
‘handpicked’ group of staff taught the Foundation Group class for the academic year 2007-
2008. Currently the staff who teach the Year 7 Foundation Group pupils do not have formal 
team meetings, but do liaise informally on a regular basis. 
 
Communication with parents 
 
As the Foundation Group was initially a pilot and the Foundation Group teacher did not have 
specific policy documentation which described the group’s remit, purpose and operation, in 
the initiative's first year explanation to parents was restricted to the fact that the Head of Year 
7 would be teaching an identified group of pupils for eleven periods in an attempt to raise their 
attainment.  Thus parents did not receive any additional information about the nature of the 
initiative and the title ‘Foundation Group’ was not used in communication with them.  
 
In the second year of the initiative, as the Foundation Group teacher became more confident 
and clear about the remit and purpose of the group, she became more confident in explaining 
this to parents.  She stated that her explanations have tended to emphasise raising pupils’ 
attainment.   As yet, no formal documentation which explains the purpose and operation of 
the Foundation Group had been made available to parents. 
 
Movement of Pupils during the Academic Year 
 
During the first two years of the initiative there has been some movement of pupils in and out 
of the Foundation Group.  This has been necessary in order to respond to pupils' changing 
needs and situations.    The Foundation group has gained pupils when vulnerable pupils have 
arrived at school part way through the academic year.  In addition, pupils have been moved 
out of the group if the Foundation Group teacher has felt that they are no longer appropriately 
placed.  At no time has the group size exceeded 15 pupils.   
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Movement of Pupils at the end of the Academic Year 
 
Towards the end of the academic year, the Foundation Group teacher uses pupils’ end of 
year test results, together with her own knowledge of their personalities and capabilities to 
decide which pupils appeared ready to move back into ‘mainstream’ Year 8 classes and 
which pupils appear to require an extension of the Foundation Group experience, in order to 
raise their attainment and/or confidence further. This decision is shared with the pupils and 
their parents shortly before the end of the summer term. Subsequently, some pupils move 
into a newly established Year 8 Foundation Group (see ‘Development of the Foundation 
Group initiative’) and others move back into Year 8 sets. 
 
Support for Pupils who moved out of the Foundation Group into Year 8 
 
For those pupils who move out of the Foundation Group initiative at the end of Year 7 and into 
Year 8 ‘mainstream classes’, no formal support structures are currently in place.  However, 
pupils are encouraged to access the Year 7 Foundation Group teacher for pastoral support. 
 
Development of the Foundation Group initiative 
 
In light of the perceived success of the Year 7 Foundation Group, in September 2007 the 
initiative was rolled out to Years 8 and 9.  In addition to receiving Year 7 Foundation Group 
pupils who are judged to require a continuation of support, the Year 8 Foundation Group also 
caters for pupils who are judged to be making insufficient progress within ‘mainstream’ 
classes.  In addition, an initiative has also been set up in Year 9 whereby the Head of Year 9 
teaches an identified group of Year 9 pupils in an effort to raise their attainment from Level 4 
to Level 5.  In the academic year 2007-2008 the Year 7 Foundation Group teacher took 
responsibility for overseeing the expanded (Year 7, 8 and 9) Foundation Group initiative.  
Currently the Year 7 Foundation Group teacher is in the process of gathering together all of 
the schemes of work used by the Foundation Group teachers with the pupils, in an effort to  
develop a ‘Foundation curriculum’.   
Appendix 4: Profile of the 11 Year 7 Foundation Group pupil interviewees (2007-2008 cohort)
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1.  F 15.04.1996 
Any other Ethnic 
Group Polish 
School 
Action 5.00 7.00  -  -  - -  24 
2.  M 20.07.1996 White - British English 
School 
Action Plus 5.00 7.00 2.20 2.20 3.61 2.80 14 
3.  M 08.05.1996 White - British English 
School 
Action Plus 7.00 8.03 2.20 2.20 2.20 2.40 11 
4.  M 03.01.1996 
White and Black 
Caribbean English 
School 
Action 8.09 9.04 2.93 3.30 3.72 3.44 20 
5.  F 07.02.1996 White - British English 
School 
Action Plus 7.01 8.09 2.93 2.50 3.28 2.92 11 
6.  F 05.12.1995 
Any other White 
background Polish 
School 
Action 7.06 -  2.60 3.60 3.60 3.27 22 
7.  M 03.08.1996 White - British English 
School 
Action Plus 5.00 8.90 2.20 3.33 4.19 3.25 14 
8.  F 07.01.1996 Black - African English 
School 
Action 5.00 8.00 2.20 2.20 2.20 2.20 18 
9.  F 21.02.1996 
Any other ethnic 
group Polish 
School 
Action 6.10 7.03 2.20 2.20 2.20 2.27 7 
10.  M 12.08.1966 Black - African German 
School 
Action -  6.10 2.20 3.07 2.72 2.97 5 
11.  F 12.03.1996 White - British English 
School 
Action 5.00 7.00 2.76 3.81 4.43 3.63 26 
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Appendix 5: Pupil interview schedule 
 
 
Introduction, consent and rapport building 
 
– Explain the purpose of the interview and evaluation – to obtain the pupil's views 
on their class and to help the school to know how to improve the class. 
 
– Use the pre-prepared pupil consent form to communicate the key principles of 
voluntary participation, right to refuse/withdraw and anonymity.  Explain that the 
pupil’s views will remain anonymous (unidentifiable) but not confidential, since the 
findings will be discussed with staff.  However explain that their views will be merged 
with the views of other pupils to give an overall group view.    
 
– Ask permission to audio-record– explain that this is simply a memory aid for me. 
 
– Explain that there are no right or wrong answers – ask them what music they like 
to listen to, what their favourite TV program etc is in order to reinforce that I am 
asking simply for their opinion, with no answer being 'right' or 'wrong'. 
 
 
General introductory/descriptive questions 
 
• Can you tell me about your class?  (A general opening question 
which should give me some idea of their understanding of the 
initiative and their feelings about the initiative) 
 
• What do you do in your class? 
 
• What is the work like? 
 
 
Supportive factors 
 
• What are the good things about your class?/ What do you like about 
your class? 
 
• What makes it good? 
 
• What is the best thing about your class? 
 
 
Areas for development 
 
• What are the bad things about your class?/ What don't you like about 
your class? 
 
• What makes it bad? 
 
• How could your class be improved? 
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Exploring pupil perceptions/understanding of the initiative 
 
 
• Is your class the same or different to other classes? (and if it is different 
how is it different?) 
 
• Who do you hang around with at break/dinner time?  
 
• Do you talk about your class with your friends? 
 
• Why are you in the Foundation Group? 
 
 
 
Moving out of the Foundation Group 
 
 
• What’s happening next year?/ Where are you going to be next year? 
 
• How do you feel about next year? 
 
• What are you looking forward to about next year? 
 
• Is there anything that you are worried about for next year? 
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Appendix 6: Staff interview schedule 
 
 
• Informed consent.  Talk through the consent form and answer any questions.  Ask 
permission to audio-record the interview. 
 
 
 
General introductory/descriptive question 
 
• Can you tell me a bit about the FG and your role in relation to the FG? 
 
Supportive Factors 
 
• What do you think it is about the FG that contributes to its success?  
 
• What are the strengths of the FG? 
 
 
Issue: Pupil and staff perceptions of the initiative 
 
 
• What do the FG pupils know about the FG class? 
 
• What do the other pupils know about the FG class? 
 
• What do other staff know about the FG staff and how do you think they 
perceive the initiative? 
 
• Do you think there is any stigma associated with the FG class? 
 
 
Issue: Moving out of the group 
 
• What do the pupils know about moving out of the FG? 
 
• How do you think the pupils feel about moving out of the FG? 
 
• What impact do you think the move out of the group has on the pupils? 
 
• Do you think there are any issues around the move out of the group? 
 
 
Areas for development 
 
• What do you think are the weaknesses of the FG initiative? 
 
• How do you think the FG initiative could be improved/developed? 
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Appendix 7: Head teacher interview schedule 
 
 
• Informed consent.  Talk through the adult consent form and answer any questions.  
Ask permission to audio-record the interview. 
 
 
Introductory Question: The rationale for the initiative (for Q2) 
 
• Can you tell me a bit about the rationale for the Foundation Group and 
explain how the Foundation Group came about* 
 
 
Supportive Factors 
 
• What do you think it is about the FG that contributes to its success?  
 
• What are the strengths of the FG? 
 
 
Issue: Pupil and staff perceptions of the initiative 
 
 
• What do the FG pupils know about the FG class? 
 
• What do the other pupils know about the FG class? 
 
• What do other staff know about the FG staff and how do you think they 
perceive the initiative? 
 
• Do you think there is any stigma associated with the FG class? 
 
 
Issue: Moving out of the group 
 
• What do the pupils know about moving out of the FG? 
 
• How do you think the pupils feel about moving out of the FG? 
 
• What impact do you think the move out of the group has on the pupils? 
 
• Do you think there are any issues around the move out of the group? 
 
 
Areas for development 
 
• What do you think are the weaknesses of the FG initiative? 
 
• How do you think the FG initiative could be improved? 
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Appendix 8: Prompts used by researcher for the factual interview 
 
 
School context.   
 
• Description of the school – social economic status of the area, other 
initiatives 
 
Rationale/ Background to the intervention  
 
• Why and when did it come about – what was the thinking behind it? 
The impetus? 
 
• The principles of the intervention?  A definition of the intervention? 
 
• How does the Foundation Group fit within other initiatives within the 
school? 
 
Implementation 
 
• What actions were taken to get it up and running? 
 
• How were staff identified? 
 
• Selection criteria and methods of selection. 
 
 
Operation  
 
• How does the FG operate? 
 
• How has it developed/evolved since its inception last year? 
 
• Staffing arrangements?  
 
• Curriculum and pedagogy? 
 
• Are there other programmes that are run in conjunction with, or 
alongside the Foundation Group? 
 
• Parental involvement – how have parents been involved and informed?  
What communication is there with parents? 
 
• Year 8 FG. 
 
• Future of FG 
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Appendix  9: Adult consent form 
 
 
Name……………………………………………………………………………… 
Job title…………………………………………………………………………… 
Contact number/email………………………………………………………………….. 
 
 
As part of my Educational Psychology Doctoral Qualification, I, Claire Lunham (Trainee 
Educational Psychologist) am working with (name) secondary school to undertake an 
evaluation of the school's Year 7 ‘Foundation Group’ initiative. The 'process' strand of the 
evaluation will use semi-structured interviews to explore the views of the pupils, staff and the 
Head teacher.  The main aims of the 'process' strand are: 
 
• To produce a clear and detailed description of the Year 7 Foundation Group  
• To identify the Year 7 Foundation Group’s strengths (supportive factors) and areas 
for development  
• To explore some of the issues involved with running the Year 7 Foundation Group. 
(for example in relation to pupil and staff perceptions of the initiative and the process 
of pupils moving out) 
 
 
If you agree to be interviewed for the purposes of this evaluation, I would like to emphasise 
that: 
 
? Your participation will be entirely voluntary. 
? You will be free to refuse to answer any question. 
? You may withdraw part or all of your contribution at any time. 
 
With your permission your semi-structured interview will be audio-recorded.  The only people 
who will have access to the recording, or the resultant transcription, will be myself and 
associative researchers from Birmingham University.  Excerpts from your semi-structured 
interview may form part of the final doctoral research report and/or the school feedback 
document.  Please be aware that although your name and any personal information will be 
removed it may be possible for others to identify you from your quotations due to the small 
number of staff being interviewed and the fact that there is only one Foundation Group 
teacher etc.  As stated above, you are free to withdraw part or all of your contribution at any 
time and you will have the opportunity to check the researcher's interpretation and 
presentation of your views both during and after the interview and data analysis. 
 
If you have any further questions about any aspect of the evaluation, please do not hesitate to 
contact me on (contact details). 
 
I agree to anonymous excerpts from my interview being produced in the final report. 
Signed…………………………………………….Date……………………………. 
 
Please sign this form to show that you have read and understood the contents. 
Signed…………………………………………… Date…………………………….. 
Name (printed)……………………………………………………………………… 
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Appendix 10: Parental consent letter 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Parent / Guardian 
 
 
In order to know how to improve my class, I am interested to know your child's views 
on how they have found my class this year.  I would like to ask your permission for 
Claire Lunham, a Trainee Educational Psychologist with (name) Educational 
Psychology Service, to come into school to speak with your child about being in my 
class.   
 
If you agree to Claire Lunham speaking with your child could you please sign the 
form below and return it to school as soon as possible.  If you have any questions 
about this, please contact me. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
(name of Foundation Group teacher) 
 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
I give permission for Claire Lunham (Trainee Educational Psychologist) to talk with 
my child about being in Miss (name of Foundation Group teacher’s) class. 
 
 
Signed…………………………………………… Date…………………………….. 
 
Name (printed)………………………………………………………………………. 
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Appendix 11: Pre-prepared pupil consent form 
 
 
 
 
Dear Pupil, 
 
 
 
 
In order to find out how you feel about being in your class, I would like to ask 
your permission to speak with you for about fifteen minutes.  With your 
permission I would like to tape our chat, so that I don’t forget the important 
things that you say.   
 
After our chat your views will be put together with the views of your 
classmates - so noone will know what you have said. The only time I would 
have to tell your teacher something you have said is if I thought you might be 
at risk of harm (or if you asked me to pass on some information).  
 
I may include some of the things that you say in a report that I am going to 
write.  However I will not include your name, or any personal information 
about you. 
 
Ask pupil's permission 
 
 
Before we start I would like to reassure you that: 
 
• You don’t have to chat with me if you don’t want to. 
• You can refuse to answer any question. 
• You can say you no longer want to be involved at any time, even after 
we have talked.  All you would have to do is tell your teacher or come 
and tell me. 
 
. 
 
Supportive Factors 
 
Weaknesses/Areas for Development 
 
Pupils’ and others’ 
perceptions 
 
Moving out 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 12: Coding frame
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Appendix 13:  Example of staff 'supportive factor' codes with excerpts 
 
 
Code:  Knowing, understanding and taking an interest in the children 
 
'erm always chatting to them, talking to them, finding out how they’ve done, what they’ve been 
doing, taking an interest in them individually, and talking to them individually about things 
they’re interested in, erm, yeah'                                                                    ( Interviewee 1, p4) 
 
 
'the members of staff that teach these kids have an idea of their experience, obviously we 
don’t share it totally, but we need to be aware of their experiences and to be… sympathetic is 
not the right word, empathetic isn’t it'                                                             (Interviewee 2, p4) 
 
 
'I’ve learned that more like, more understanding of them erm, more in the way of you know 
like if they come in and they, say if they’ve not eaten in the morning or something’s happened 
at home, you’ve got more understanding, I’ve got more understanding of them'     
(Interviewee 3, p2) 
 
Code:  ‘On the radar’ 
 
 
yeah their behaviour’s good because they know we’re all keeping an eye on them, and we’re 
all working together to keep an eye on them.. so we often get told of behaviours and Debbie 
can deal with it straight away which is great                                                  (Interviewee 4, p1) 
 
yeah I think because they’re being chased up, we know straight away whose supposed to be 
there, there’s not as much changing around, there can be a bit of change around in the other 
sets and you’re thinking ‘Oh have they moved sets or?’, you know whose in the foundation set 
immediate before the end of lesson one you can be ringing home                (Interviewee 4, p2) 
 
I think probably that they only have a few lots of teachers who all teach in the same way, so 
they’re getting that stability throughout the day and familiar faces and they know, they’re kind 
of not going off the radar because they know its that same lot of teachers over and over again                              
(Interviewee 4, p2) 
 
Code:  ‘Time to Talk’ 
 
 
'and they, they talk a lot about I’ve noticed as well, they talk a lot about family and they do 
say…a lot about their family, you know their family life and that, between them as well…I’d 
say..I’d say one of the things is that they are all quite open…'   (Interviewee 3, p3) 
 
 
'I think because they all talk to each other, they are all talk to each other, erm….even with the, 
the children that can’t speak very much English there’s not there’s not sort of a divide, they all 
integrate you know they’re all… with each other, they erm…'                  (Interviewee 3, p5) 
 
 
'so I think they’ve got space where we can talk about anything really and somewhere safe to 
go to if something’s happening at home or within school'       (Interviewee 4, p1) 
 
 
'The only reason they misbehave with me is if something’s happened during the day and they 
haven’t managed to talk it through with anybody, or, erm.. something’s happened and they 
don’t know how to articulate what’s happened.'     (Interviewee 1, p1) 
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Appendix 14: The 3 sets of 'supportive factor' codes 
 
 
Staff interviewees 
 
 
Head teacher 
 
FG pupils 
Code: Relationship with FG 
teacher (open, honest, 
maternal) 
 
Code: Characteristics of FG 
staff 
 
Code: Continuity and 
consistency of staff 
 
Code: The FG staff team 
working together (support, 
CPD, communication 
encouragement, shared vision) 
 
Code: Small group 
 
Code: Time spent together in 
close proximity with teacher 
and each other 
 
Code: Pupil solidarity 
 
Code: Rules and routines 
 
Code: Telling the pupils what 
is happening 
 
Code: Knowing, understanding 
and taking an interest in the 
children 
 
Code: ‘On the radar’ 
 
Code: ‘Time to talk’ 
 
Code: Pupil participation and 
choice 
 
Code: Contact with families 
 
Code: Active learning 
 
Code: Flexibility and freedom 
 
Code: A familiar bridge 
 
Code: An accepting ethos 
within the school 
 
Code: Individual attention 
 
Code: Teaching assistant 
support 
 
Code: delivery at pupil’s level 
 
Code: basic skills focus 
 
Code: Characteristics of FG 
staff 
 
Code: Continuity and 
consistency of FG staff 
 
Code: A familiar bridge 
 
Code: Flexibility and freedom  
 
Code: Pupil participation and 
choice 
 
Code: Staff development and 
organisational culture work 
(leading to an accepting ethos 
within the school) 
 
Code: other initiatives 
 
Code: positive identity of the 
group created by FG staff and 
by giving the group a status 
within the school 
 
Code: Teaching assistant 
support 
 
Code: basic skills focus 
 
 
Code: ‘Time to talk’ 
 
Code: Pupil participation and 
choice 
 
Code: extra help for learning 
 
Code: basic skills focus 
 
Code: Characteristics of FG 
staff 
 
Code: Relationship with FG 
teacher 
 
Code: Flexibility and freedom 
 
Code: Going into different 
classes 
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Appendix 15: Transforming the codes into themes 
 
 
Staff interviewees 
 
 
Head teacher 
 
FG pupils 
Code: Characteristics of FG 
staff 
 
Code: Continuity and 
consistency of FG staff 
 
Code: moving to fewer 
classrooms/teachers 
 
Code: Flexibility and freedom  
 
Code: Pupil participation and 
choice 
 
Code: positive identity of the 
group created by FG staff and 
by giving the group a status 
within the school 
 
Code: Teaching assistant 
support 
 
Code: basic skills focus 
 
 
Code: ‘Time to talk’ 
 
Code: Pupil participation and 
choice 
 
Code: extra help for learning 
 
Code: basic skills focus 
 
Code: Characteristics of FG 
staff 
 
Code: Relationship with FG 
teacher 
 
Code: Flexibility and freedom 
 
Code: Going into different 
classes 
 
 
Code: Relationship with FG 
teacher (open, honest, 
maternal) 
 
Code: Characteristics of FG 
staff 
 
Code: Continuity and 
consistency of staff 
 
Code: The FG staff team 
working together (support, 
CPD, communication 
encouragement, shared vision) 
 
Code: Small group 
 
Code: Time spent together in 
close proximity with teacher 
and each other 
 
Code: Pupil solidarity 
 
Code: Rules and routines 
 
Code: Telling the pupils what 
is happening 
 
Code: Knowing, understanding 
and taking an interest in the 
children 
 
Code: ‘On the radar’ 
 
Code: ‘Time to talk’ 
 
Code: Pupil participation and 
choice 
 
Code: Contact with families 
 
Code: Active learning 
 
Code: Flexibility and freedom 
 
Code: A familiar bridge 
 
Code: An accepting ethos 
within the school 
 
Code: Individual attention 
 
Code: Teaching assistant 
support 
 
Code: delivery at pupil’s level 
 
Code: basic skills focus 
 
 
 
Key 
 
Theme 1: The Foundation Group Staff   ----------- 
 
Theme 2: Support for Learning               ----------- 
 
Theme 2: Flexibility and Freedom           ----------- 
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Appendix 16: School Stakeholder briefing of the evaluation 
 
 
N..B. This paper gives an overview of the ‘Process strand’ of the evaluation, outlining the 
design and conduct of the qualitative interview study and reporting the qualitative results with 
interviewee quotations.  The paper is organised in 2 parts: 
 
Part 1: Introduction to the Evaluation 
Part 2: The Qualitative Results for the Process Strand 
 
PART 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE EVALUATION 
 
Request for Educational Psychology Service Involvement 
 
In September 2007 (name) College requested support from (name) Educational Psychology 
Service (EPS) for evaluating the school’s Year 7 ‘Foundation Group’ initiative which had been 
in place since September 2006.  At the time of the request the school had some quantitative 
data (information on pupil’s reading ages) and some anecdotal evidence (staff views) which 
suggested that the ‘Foundation Group’ had been effective for the pupils it had targeted.  The 
school therefore requested support with answering three main questions: ‘Has the initiative 
been effective?’, ‘Why has the initiative been effective?’ and ‘How could the initiative be 
improved?’   
 
A Collaborative Evaluation 
 
In order to maximise school stakeholder involvement in all stages of the evaluation process 
an ‘Evaluation Steering group’ was set up by the researcher (Claire Lunham, Trainee 
Educational Psychologist). This involved a small group of identified key stakeholders (four 
members of staff closely involved with the Year 7 Foundation Group: the Year 7 Foundation 
Group teacher, the Year 7 Foundation Group teaching assistant (TA), the Year 8 Foundation 
Group teacher and the Year 8 Foundation Group TA) convening with the researcher for a 
series of meetings to identify the topic for inquiry, to design major aspects of the evaluation, 
and to consider the implications of the findings.   Meetings were held at regular intervals 
throughout the academic year 2007-2008 (for the planning, data gathering and data analysis 
stages of the evaluation), and during the start of the academic year 2008-2009 (for 
processing the information and action planning).   
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The Evaluation Questions 
 
An outcome of the steering group’s early negotiation meetings was the identification of six 
overarching evaluation questions (see Table 1).  With questions 1 exploring impact and 
questions 2-6 exploring processes, the complete evaluation was conceptualised as consisting 
of two strands: an ‘Impact strand’ and a ‘Process strand’.  This paper gives an overview of 
the ‘Process strand’ of the evaluation. 
 
 
 
The 6 Evaluation Questions 
 
Impact Question: 
 
1. What impact has the Foundation Group initiative had on the pupils it has targeted? 
 
Process Questions 
 
2. What is the Foundation Group and how does it operate? 
3. What is it about the Foundation Group that has contributed to its success? 
4. How do pupils feel about moving out of the initiative and what are the implications for 
post-initiative support? 
5. What do pupils understand about the reason for their inclusion within the group and 
how do they, and others (pupils and teachers) perceive the initiative? 
6. How can the Foundation Group be improved and extended? 
 
Table 1.  The 6 Evaluation Questions. 
 
 
Decisions regarding sampling and method of data gathering 
 
In order to gain a richer picture of the initiative, that would not be biased to the views, or 
limited by the knowledge or understanding of one particular stakeholder group, it was agreed 
that the researcher would gather and triangulate the views of three sets of stakeholders 
closely involved with the initiative: pupils, staff and senior management.  The steering group 
recognised that in addition to illuminating phenomena by providing differing standpoints, 
information regarding discrepancies and contradictions could have formative value for the 
school.   It was therefore agreed that this information would be presented to the school under 
an additional section, ‘Issues arising’ (see final section of the Results). 
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With pupils residing at the heart of the initiative, the steering group considered their views and 
feelings to be crucial to the evaluation. In order to obtain a truly representative and valid pupil 
view, it was agreed that the researcher would attempt to gather the views of all of the 
available and consenting Year 7 Foundation Group pupils.  This was felt to be particularly 
important since the cohort was relatively small (less then 15) and would therefore be difficult 
to represent accurately through a sampling strategy.    
 
With the pupil view being prioritised in this way, the decision regarding method of data 
gathering was most heavily influenced by the needs and abilities of this stakeholder group. 
With a number of the pupils having literacy difficulties and English as an Additional Language 
(EAL), it was felt that questionnaires could be problematic and that a face-to-face method of 
data gathering would be more effective in addressing the diversity of the pupil’s needs and 
abilities.  Whilst the notion of the structured interview was rejected on the grounds that it 
would be too rigid and inflexible, semi-structured interviews offered the researcher the 
possibility of differentiating the wording and order of questions in response to the needs, 
feelings and abilities of individual pupils.  
 
Having selected to use interviews as the method of data gathering (and having agreed that, in 
order to aid the triangulation process, it would be advantageous to employ the same data 
gathering method for all three stakeholder groups), the steering group acknowledged that, 
due to time restrictions, a comparative sampling strategy for staff and senior management 
(i.e. interviewing all relevant, available and consenting staff and senior management figures) 
would not be feasible.  Therefore whilst the steering group would have liked the researcher to 
have interviewed all, or at least a sample of the 7 additional staff members who taught the 
Foundation Group pupils (albeit each for only one or two lessons per week),  it was agreed 
that the researcher would interview the four members of the steering group (the Year 7 
Foundation Group teacher; the Year 7 Foundation Group TA; the Year 8 Foundation Group 
teacher and the Year 8 Foundation Group TA) in order to generate a ‘staff’ view, and the 
Head teacher in order to generate a ‘senior management’ view.   
 
 
The Qualitative Interview Study 
 
The interview study was deliberately conducted towards the end of the academic year 2007-
2008 (May and June 2008) to allow for the pupils to have overcome feelings of ‘being new’ 
and to enable them to draw upon their experience of having been part of the initiative for two 
academic terms.  The study consisted of: 
 
• Individual semi-structured interviews with 11 Foundation Group pupils (all of the 
pupils who were available, and for whom the researcher gained parental permission 
to interview)  
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• Individual semi-structured interviews with each of the 4 members of evaluation 
steering group (including the Year 7 Foundation Group teacher).* 
• Individual semi-structured interview with the Head teacher. 
 
* The Year 7 Foundation Group teacher was interviewed twice: once to gather descriptive 
information for question 2 (What is the Foundation Group and how does it operate?) and once 
to gather her views for questions 3-6. 
 
With the purposes of the process strand clearly set out (to describe the Foundation Group, 
identify supportive factors, areas for development and explore issues), the interview study 
was designed and conducted with the subsequent analysis (geared towards these evaluation 
purposes) in mind.  Therefore, whilst three separate interview schedules were constructed 
(pupil, staff and head teacher) with some variation in the wording, order and emphasis of 
questions (to address the differing needs, abilities and knowledge of the three groups), the 
topics covered in the schedules were closely aligned with the process evaluation questions 
(see Table 1). 
 
Data analysis 
 
In order to aid the data analysis process, the researcher transcribed the five adult interviews 
and the first pupil interview.  Due to time constraints it was not possible to fully transcribe the 
remaining ten pupil interviews.  However, as the interviews were audio recorded using digital 
recording equipment, the researcher was able to repeatedly play back the stored recordings 
and transcribe key excerpts.   
 
Whilst evaluation question 2 and questions 5-8 could be addressed by reporting the 
triangulated views of the stakeholders, by seeking to explore how and why the Foundation 
Group had been successful, question 3 required a more complex level of analysis, and 
ultimately a greater degree of researcher inference and interpretation.  Such a level of 
analysis was necessary in order for the researcher to move beyond the vast array of 
supportive factors both explicitly mentioned within, and implied from interviews with the three 
stakeholder groups, to a position where a small number of meaningful and ‘illuminating’ 
themes could be communicated back to the school.  The researcher therefore used the 
principles of deductive thematic analysis (see Braun and Clarke, 2006) to analyse the data for 
this question. 
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Reliability and Validity 
 
The following represent some of the measures taken by the researcher to control for threats 
to the reliability and validity of the interview study: 
 
• Within all of the interviews (adults and pupils) interpretations and inferences were 
checked out with interviewees. 
• Within the pupil interviews steps were taken in an effort to obtain pupils’ authentic 
views.  These steps included: the researcher reassuring pupils that their views would 
be fed back anonymously; ensuring that pupils understood that there were no ‘right’ 
or ‘wrong’ answers and repetition and rewording of questions at different points 
during the interview (to check for consistency and authenticity within a pupil’s view). 
• Data from three sets of stakeholders (pupils, staff and head teacher) was 
triangulated. 
• For Q3 the researcher followed guidelines for conducting a rigorous thematic analysis  
(Braun and Clarke, 2006).   
• Following preliminary data analysis the researcher met with the staff and the head 
teacher to check out interpretations, inferences and emerging themes. 
 
 
Limitations of the Qualitative Interview Study 
 
Due to time and resource limitations it was not possible for the researcher to explore the 
views of: 
 
• The seven additional members of staff who teach the Foundation Group pupils for 
non-core subjects. 
 
• The views of non Foundation Group staff members. 
 
• The views of pupils who moved out of the Year 7 Foundation Group at the end of the 
academic year 2006-2007. 
 
• The views of parents. 
 
In addition, due to time restrictions it was not possible for the researcher to meet with the 
Foundation Group pupils following the interviews to check pupil views on the themes and 
findings that resulted from the data analysis process. 
 
The following section presents the qualitative results of the interview study. 
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PART 2: THE QUALITATIVE RESULTS OF THE INTERVIEW STUDY 
 
 
This section reports the themes and findings generated by the researcher for process 
evaluation questions 3-6 (see Table 2 below): 
 
 
Q3.  What is it about the Foundation Group that has contributed to its success? 
 
Q4: How do pupils feel about moving out of the initiative and what are the implications for 
post-initiative support?  
 
Q5: What do pupils understand about the reason for their inclusion within the group and how 
do they, and others (pupils and teachers) perceive the initiative? 
 
Q6. How can the Foundation Group be improved and extended? (Areas for Development) 
 
Table 2.  Process Evaluation Qs 3 - 6 
 
N.B. For the descriptive document produced by the researcher for Q2 ‘What is the Foundation 
Group and how does it work’ please refer to the separate document provided to the school: 
‘Description of the Foundation Group initiative’ (Appendix 3) 
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QUESTION 3: WHAT IS IT ABOUT THE FOUNDATION GROUP THAT HAS 
CONTRIBUTED TO ITS SUCCESS? (SUPPORTIVE FACTORS) 
 
Analysis of the data gathered through interviews with the pupils, staff and headteacher 
resulted in the identification of three overarching ‘supportive factor’ themes: ‘The Foundation 
Group Staff’, ‘Support for Learning’ and ‘Freedom and Flexibility’.  All three themes were 
conceptualised as consisting of sub-themes (see Table 3).  As well as giving some structure 
to the themes, the sub-themes accounted for any difference in emphasis placed on a theme 
by the different stakeholder groups.   
 
 
Theme 
 
Sub-themes 
 
The Foundation Group 
Staff 
 
• Relationship between the Foundation Group teacher 
and the pupils 
• Characteristics of the Foundation Group Staff 
 
Support for Learning 
 
• Full time TA support 
• Individual attention 
• Intensive focus on basic skills 
• Curriculum delivery at pupil’s level 
 
Flexibility and Freedom 
 
• A flexible approach to the curriculum and timetable 
• Flexible use of TA support 
• The Foundation Group classroom 
• A flexible approach to teaching and learning 
 
Table 3. The themes and sub-themes identified by the researcher for Q3 
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Theme 1: The Foundation Group staff 
 
Relationship between the Foundation Group (FG) teacher and the pupils 
 
The FG staff talked about there being a strong, positive relationship between the Year 7 FG 
teacher and the pupils.  It was suggested that the relationship was similar to a parent-child 
one, and that the Year 7 FG teacher takes on a maternal role.  
 
“My outlook on teaching this group is because of my son, I truly believe that its because I’m a 
mother and I know how to deal with my son, and if my son behaved in that way that’s how Id 
treat my son, and they know that, we openly talk about that, ‘If you were my child, I would 
expect you to do this’ ‘why’ and I tell them why” (Foundation Group teacher, p5) 
 
“well I think… in a way they see the FG teacher in a kind of mum role to them which I think 
makes them feel safe and settled.” (Staff interviewee 4, p1) 
 
Staff interviewees suggested that the pupils develop a loyalty towards their FG teacher which 
results in them and not wanting to upset, or get in trouble with her.  They expressed the view 
that this ultimately results in improved pupil behaviour with the FG teacher.   
 
“I don’t even have to raise my voice to let them know that I’m annoyed with them, I don’t even 
have to shout and tell them off that way, it literally is a look on my face and they know they’ve 
upset me, so that’s I mean they know, they know not to cross the line, with me”  (Foundation 
Group teacher, p6) 
  
“those twenty or so kids, they all, they all react differently.. but on the whole they are 
incredibly loyal to (the Foundation Group teacher), that loyalty is  huge erm and you see that 
develop, they know that she’s supportive of them and so they support her” (Staff interviewee 
2, p4) 
 
Although the Head teacher did not specifically make reference to a maternal aspect to the FG 
teacher’s role, he did refer to the ‘powerful relationships’ that pupils have made with a small 
number of staff members: 
 
“they’re making some very powerful relationships with relatively few members of staff” (Head 
teacher, p1) 
 
 
Evidence from pupil interviews: 
 
Of the 11 FG pupils interviewed, 7 made comments which indicated that they had developed 
a positive relationship with their FG teacher e.g. 
 187
 “it’s just, it’s fun and Miss is nice” (Pupil 1) 
 
“I don’t know if she’ll move me up or something but Ill need to work hard for her” (Pupil 2) 
 
‘she’s (the Foundation Group teacher) a good teacher….cos she lets do art and she hardly 
shouts at us like the other teachers”  (Pupil 4) 
 
“She’s nice, she’s funny and she helps me with loads of things” (Pupil 9) 
 
“I like it because my teacher be nice to me” (Pupil 11) 
 
 
Although none of the pupils explicitly referred to seeing their FG teacher as a mother figure, 
some of the pupils’ comments appeared reminiscent of comments youngsters might make 
about a parent e.g.   
 
Interviewer: “What do you think has helped you to improve your English?” 
 
Pupil: “Miss (Foundation Group teacher) because she’s pushed me all the way, because 
although she gets on my nerves she’s helped me”  (Pupil 4) 
 
In support of the staff interviewees’ observation that the pupils do not like being in trouble with 
the Foundation Group teacher, two of the male pupils talked about ‘getting in a mood’ and 
‘getting angry’ when the Foundation Group teacher shouts at them or tells them off: 
 
“I get angry sometimes when Miss (Foundation Group teacher) shouts at me.” (Pupil 2) 
 
“...sometimes Miss  will have a go at me so I get in a mood about that” (Pupil 5) 
 
 
Again, parallels could be drawn here with the way children feel when their parents discipline 
them. 
 
In support of the FG staff’s view that the positive pupil-teacher relationship had resulted in 
improved behaviour with the FG teacher, 2 pupils spontaneously highlighted differences in 
either their own, or the whole class’ behaviour, when they were taught by their main FG 
teacher as opposed to other teachers: 
 
“I’m better behaved for (the main Foundation Group teacher) than for other teachers …. cos 
yeah everyone’s like quiet in there (the main Foundation Group teacher’s classroom), but 
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when we’re like in different classrooms they’re like running round the classrooms and being 
naughty.” (Pupil 10) 
 
“Everyone’s naughty with other teachers” (Pupil 1) 
 
 
Characteristics of the Foundation Group staff 
 
From analysing the staff interviewee and Head teacher’s responses, the following 8 staff 
characteristics were identified by the researcher as being supportive factors: 
 
1. A positivity in the way that the FG staff talk about the FG, and why the pupils are 
in the FG. 
 
“we promote them (the pupils) strongly as ambassadors of the school and they’ve responded 
in kind’ (Head teacher, p2) 
 
“yes you are in set 5 if you want to call it that… but you are my foundation class and that 
means this is where I take care of you, we work together, we do the work at your pace, our 
aim is to get your reading ability up, to get you writing in sentences, to get you speaking in 
English in some cases.” (Foundation Group teacher, descriptive interview) 
 
“if other children say to me about the foundation group, I would say ‘Ah, but that’s where 
we’re pushing kids on, and using the small group atmosphere to help them develop’ and 
that’s what I think comes across generally within the school”  (Staff interviewee 2, p7) 
 
“the odd one or two kids will go ‘Oh Im in here cos Im dumb’ ‘No you’re not you’re in here to 
have help so that you can improve and that you can move on’ and that’s one thing that I push 
all the time ‘That you can move on you know when your in here, we want, you know you start 
here and you work hard and you move on, you know you move out of here’”, (Staff 
interviewee 3, p7) 
 
“because I mean my personal bug bear is that people think its like a set four, where is if they 
are, maybe some are low level, but I know as they get into year eight we’ve got some level 
five kids in there, its just getting them to that point.” (Staff interviewee 4, p2) 
 
2. Encouragement, praise and positive reinforcement. 
 
“sometimes she gets it wrong, sometimes she gets it right, she will say to me ‘That was wrong 
wasn’t it?’ we’ll say ‘Yes but try it again, try it again’ and she’s bubbly, she’s enthusiastic and 
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she knows because we keep saying to her ‘Wicked! Well done! You’re doing so well!’ Her 
confidence has grown, she doesn’t feel she’s as dumb”  (Foundation Group teacher, p2) 
 
“they (the children) are being exposed to a huge amount of positive reinforcement” 
(Headteacher, p1) 
 
 
 
3. An awareness of the influence and impact that they have on FG pupils. 
 
“I actually think I have a big impact on their day and so what I say and the way that I say it is 
hugely influential and I just need to be extremely careful…. so I’m constantly looking at the 
way, not at, not at the way that I teach the children but at the way I speak to them and.. how 
they perceive me and erm, if I’m in a bad mood as like everybody else is, in a bad mood now 
and again, I think very carefully about what I say to them in light of my mood that day,” (Staff 
interviewee 2, p1) 
 
4. Empathetic towards the pupils and the challenges they face. 
 
“the members of staff that teach these kids have an idea of their experience, obviously we 
don’t share it totally, but we need to be aware of their experiences and to be… sympathetic is 
not the right word, empathetic isn’t it?”  (Staff interviewee 2, p4) 
 
5. An interest in the pupils and desire to get to know them as people. 
 
“erm always chatting to them, talking to them, finding out how they’ve done, what they’ve 
been doing, taking an interest in them individually, and talking to them individually about 
things they’re interested in, erm, yeah” (Foundation Group teacher, p4) 
 
6. An honest and open communication approach with the pupils.   
 
“if I have gotta phone in sick for any particular reason I always phone a colleague, or my 
partner who also works here goes and tells them why I’m not in.. so they know I’ve not just 
abandoned them, they know its because I’m actually ill.  I mean, last year with those before, 
with the year eights who were in year seven, I broke my wrist and a colleague every time, 
every day, went in and told them how I was doing, I even phoned them during a lesson to talk 
to them and said ‘I’ll be back as soon as I can drive the car’, and things like that, or ‘Actually 
guys I’m coming back next week because I’m getting a taxi, cos I miss you!’ that sort of thing, 
that relationship, that’s what makes it work. I think.” (Foundation Group teacher 1, p5) 
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7. A desire to develop their own skills, knowledge and experience and a willingness 
to learn from one another and work as a team. 
 
“what (the Foundation Group teacher) does is she uses the staffroom break and lunchtime as 
her meeting time, and you’ll see her walking round as I do, talking to foundation teachers and 
we’re not precious about what we do, we don’t say ‘We know everything’ we talk ‘What do 
you think? How can you help me do this?’ ‘You’re better with that kid than I am’ and D’s very 
good at that, and even to the point that we, even to the point sometimes where D will say 
‘That kid likes you better than me, you talk to him’ and I will do the same thing.” (Staff 
interviewee 2, p4) 
 
8. A willingness to be flexible (not averse to change). 
 
“And of course the other thing is, the thing that makes this so… see you’ve gotta have the 
right state of mind to deal with this, you’ve gotta see this as challenge, you’ve got to see it as 
an opportunity, you’ve got see it as an exciting set of risks, because on  a daily basis their 
response to particular activity or a particular event is gonna be different based on a whole set 
of other factors that we’ve got no knowledge of at all, so you’ve gotta find it quite exciting to 
respond flexibly to their changing sort of needs within a classroom setting from lesson to 
lesson and day to day,” (Head teacher, p13) 
 
“what tends to happen in the rest of the school is that if a teaching assistant takes a child out 
or takes out a small group, teachers get a bit fed up with that because it messes up how they 
start their lesson or their plenary or whatever, obviously (The Foundation Group teacher) is 
totally flexible, ‘Take the pupils whenever you want them, take them in the middle (of the 
lesson), take them at the beginning, take them at the end’”  Staff interviewee 2, p5) 
 
 
Evidence from pupil interviews: 
 
In support of characteristic No.1 (positivity), 4 of the 7 pupils who were asked why they 
thought they were in the FG gave explanations that were framed positively e.g.  
 
“Mainly my behaviour and I should concentrate more, so that’s why I’m in there so they can 
help me.” 
 
“I’m in here to help my English” (Pupil 4) 
 
In addition, of the 10 pupils who were asked whether the FG was different to other classes 
and if so, how, 5 pupils gave positive explanations e.g. 
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  “It’s sort of the same but we get a bit more help, we get explained a bit better so it helps us”  
(Pupil 5) 
 
“”we get more help in English and Maths” (Pupil 4) 
 
“Its different….we get a bit more help than everyone else” (Pupil 6) 
 
 “It’s sort of the same but we get a bit more help, we get explained a bit better so it helps us”  
(Pupil 5) 
 
“It’s different because it’s better…nicer for everyone, and people aren’t arguing so often” 
(Pupil 9) 
 
“It’s different because we sit like in groups and help and chat while in different classes you 
don’t get to do that you just sit with separate…and do your work and there needs to be 
silence” (Pupil 10) 
 
3 gave neutral explanations e.g.: 
 
 “It’s different because another class has more students but we are just twelve” (Pupil 11) 
 
“It’s different because we have the same teacher for every two lessons every day” (Pupil 8) 
 
“It’s different, people are different…there some people that don’t understand English and 
some people that understand that English and most people understand maths and some 
people don’t understand maths” (Pupil 1, p1) 
 
and only 2 pupils gave negative explanations e.g.: 
 
 “Our class is different because it is a lower set”.  (Pupil 2) 
 
“Our class is different because it is a lower set” (Pupil 3) 
 
In support of characteristic No. 8 (flexibility), several pupils made comments which suggested  
that they valued the flexible approach to teaching and learning taken by their FG teacher 
(please see Theme 3: Freedom and Flexibility).  Whilst all of the pupils made comments 
which could be interpreted as providing support for at least 1 of the 8 identified 
characteristics, the 2 main characteristics mentioned by the pupils were the FG teacher being 
‘nice’ and ‘funny’.   
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Theme 2: Support for learning 
 
The adult interviewees made numerous references to the additional support for learning that 
is provided as part of the FG set-up.  Analysis of staff comments suggested that additional 
support is evident in four main ways: 
 
1. Full time Teaching Assistant (TA) support. 
 
“it works very well because there’s TA support, teaching assistant support… and the 
(Foundation Group teacher) and I have said right from the beginning that we would not do this 
unless there was good TA support so that’s… been really important” (Staff interviewee 2, p3) 
 
2. More individual attention for pupils (due to the full time TA support and smaller 
class size) 
 
“I think the small number of children in the group as well helps because you’re able to see 
everyone during a lesson you can look at everyone’s book during a lesson”  (Staff interviewee 
4, p2) 
 
3. An intensive focus on basic skills (particularly literacy skills). 
 
“although the Foundation Group teacher’s very flexible she does have quite a firm structure, 
children must learn to do this, this, this and this…so if that’s a scheme of work then it’s… you 
know, they must learn to write in sentences, they must write in paragraphs, they must learn 
basic spellings, they must learn number bonds, you know these are, the things that come 
from primary school and they must get them right” ” (Staff interviewee 2, p6) 
 
“well because its very intensive.. erm and we home in on the reading and the English to get 
them writing” (Foundation Group teacher, p1) 
 
4. Curriculum delivery at pupil’s level (involving simplification of language, concepts 
and resources).   
 
“it’s targeting what they understand, language they understand…, cos if I just started saying 
something, some random word at them they’d say to me ‘What?’ so you’ve really gotta take a 
step back and think ‘Well, they don’t understand the way I’ve phrased this section’ in their 
whatever it is that we’re doing, ‘I’ve gotta simplify it even more’ and sometimes its very, very 
frustrating for myself and the teaching assistant because we think we’ve simplified it and 
actually we haven’t.” , (Foundation Group teacher, p12) 
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Evidence from pupil interviews: 
 
Interviews with the pupils provided direct support for the second, third and fourth sub themes 
and indirect evidence for the first.  For example, 5 of the 11 pupils explicitly commented on 
the additional help provided within the FG (direct evidence for No. 2 and indirect evidence for 
No. 1) e.g.: 
 
Interviewer: “What do you think has helped you?” 
 
Pupil: “The help that we get…we get loads of help off the teachers if we need it” (Pupil 6) 
 
 
6 of the 11 pupils commented that they were taught in such a way that they were able to 
understand the work (direct evidence for No 4) e.g.: 
 
“We get treated the same, like if we do something, well obviously we’re gonna get told off for 
it, but its like more explained and more like they help you more and that, its good like that” 
(Pupil 5) 
 
“Some of the work we do is like the same as theirs (other classes) but its like been put 
different so when we do it its like not as difficult so its like helped me and its not too easy and 
its not too hard so its sort of in the middle” (Pupil 5) 
 
“They (Foundation Group teachers)  explain how to do it, they like write some words on the 
board to like explain it a bit better…its like they write it down on the board but not exactly what 
the words are meant to be, they don’t put it into a sentence they just write words down on the 
board” (Pupil 6) 
 
and 5 of 11 pupils mentioned that they ‘do a lot of English work’ (direct evidence for No 3). 
 
 
Theme 3: Flexibility and Freedom 
 
Although a flexible attitude has already been highlighted within the sub-theme ‘Characteristics 
of Foundation Group staff’, flexibility and the freedom that this permits, was mentioned by the 
staff members and Head teacher so frequently that this was identified theme within its own 
right.  References to flexibility and freedom were categorised into four sub themes: 
 
1. A flexible approach to the curriculum and timetable 
 
“you create far more worthwhile learning times….. you may be fully involved in a piece of 
mathematical work and then suddenly after this arbitrary period of time has expired you’ve 
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gotta get up and go to geography whereas actually within the context that we’ve set up with 
the foundation groups there’s no reason why you can’t just carry on, fluid and flexible” ” (Head 
teacher, p9) 
 
 
2. Flexible use of Teaching Assistant support 
 
“what tends to happen in the rest of the school is that if a teaching assistant takes a child out 
or takes out a small group, teachers get a bit fed up with that because it messes up how they 
start their lesson or their plenary or whatever, obviously (The Foundation Group teacher) is 
totally flexible, ‘Take the pupils whenever you want them, take them in the middle (of the 
lesson), take them at the beginning, take them at the end’”  (Staff interviewee 2, p5) 
 
3. The  Foundation Group classroom 
 
“it’s a really super room, the room has made a big difference…erm…, that’s made a big 
difference to the way that you can, er just fit in lessons when you feel like it, you don’t, don’t 
have to be structured, you can be flexible because you’ve got the sink and the art stuff, all the 
things you can do, loads of room, that’s important” (Staff interviewee 2, p3) 
 
4. A flexible approach to teaching and learning which promotes pupil participation 
and includes a higher proportion of practical work and group work.   
 
“letting them (the pupils) help plan aswell, I mean, if something’s not going right, they tell you 
and you change it so if they don’t like doing something they’ll tell you so you change it” 
(Foundation Group teacher, p6) 
 
“if they hadn’t have been in here then they wouldn’t have been doing as much art and you 
know getting to make…make a mess and it doesn’t matter if you know what I mean, erm…so 
they have quite a bit of freedom in here as well, erm… I mean some kids they may not have 
done things like that at home you know, with their parents and things like that, so it gives 
them, they’ve got quite a bit of freedom”  (Staff interviewee 3, p6) 
 
Evidence from pupil interviews: 
 
Interviews with the pupils provided direct support for the first and fourth sub-themes and 
indirect evidence for the second and third sub-themes.   
 
Direct support included: 
 
 195
• 2 pupils said that they liked the flexibility of the timetable (direct support for 1) e.g.: 
 
“Its really good because you don’t stick to the timetable, do you know like cos we’re supposed 
to have English… cos we have English every day but we do Art like we’re doing today…” 
(Pupil 4) 
 
“Some of the work that we get to do, like we get to do models and that but the other groups 
won’t be able to do that until a different time cos they have to do other things” (Pupil 5) 
 
• 4 pupils cited at least one of the following as being a positive factor: the opportunity to 
work in groups, being able to have a choice in what they were taught (pupil 
participation) and being able to talk whilst working (direct support for 4) e.g.: 
 
“Miss (the Foundation Group teacher) will like say ‘What do you want to do then?’ Everyone 
will agree on something and then we make a display and everything what we want to do” 
(Pupil 1, p2) 
 
“If we don’t get something then we’re in groups we all talk to each other”  (Pupil 5) 
 
“She’s not strict, she’s funny, she’s fun and she lets us decide whatever we wanna do, like we 
have a choice like maths or English, that’s our choice.”  (Pupil 1, p3) 
 
“Its fun… like we’re doing our work, we can have a laugh and that, but only if we’re doing our 
work…because some people can’t stop talking.”  (Pupil 6) 
 
“We all like sit in groups and talk with each other and we just have fun and be all laughing…if 
like asking for a spelling we just all help each other……because we sit like in groups and help 
and chat while in different classes you don’t get to do that you just sit with separate…and do 
your work and there needs to be silence” (Pupil 10) 
 
• 6 pupils cited practical work as being a positive factor (further direct support for 4) 
e.g.: 
 
Interviewer: What’s the best thing about the Foundation Group 
 
Pupil: that we get to do practical work.  (Pupil 2)  
 
Indirect support included: 
 
• The fact that 6 pupils stated that they enjoyed the practical work suggested that 
they valued the flexibility that the FG classroom allows.   
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• The fact that 5 of the 11 pupils talked about the additional help they received in 
the FG (see ‘Support for learning’) suggests that they valued the flexible way in 
which the FG teacher uses the Teaching Assistant. 
 
 
 
QUESTION 4: HOW DO PUPILS FEEL ABOUT MOVING OUT OF THE INITIATIVE AND 
WHAT ARE THE IMPLICATIONS FOR POST-INITIATIVE SUPPORT? 
 
 
Summary of Staff views 
 
The staff felt that the Year 7 FG helps to prepare the pupils for challenges of Year 8 by 
boosting their self esteem, giving them confidence, and providing them with the social and 
academic skills that they need in order to cope.   Overall the staff felt that, for the majority of 
the pupils who had left the FG group at end of the academic year 2006-2007 (the first year 
that the initiative had been in operation), the experience of moving out had not been 
problematic.  They stated that only those pupils whom they had judged to be ready had been 
moved back into mainstream classes, with the remainder of the pupils being moved into a 
newly established Year 8 Foundation Group. 
 
“I think for most of the kids they have developed in confidence so much that I don’t that it’s  a 
big issue, I think there are some minor things around it, like they’re not using to walking round 
the school so much and erm, get a bit confused about where they ought to be, er, they have 
to learn to accept a lot more teachers but I think because their confidence has increased they 
can just, they can cope, ….they’ve got over most of those things that happen to you in that 
age, and so they’re ready to move on.”   (Staff interviewee 2, p8) 
 
For a minority of pupils, and in particular the more socially and emotionally immature pupils, 
the staff interviewees did acknowledge that the reduction in pastoral and academic support 
associated with the move to a higher set may have presented a challenge.   
 
“For one or two kids I think it’s an issue, these are immature children who need that, just that 
one person…you know, keeping an eye on them, and they miss out, so it hasn’t, hasn’t 
always worked.”  (Staff interviewee 2, p8) 
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The Year 7 FG teacher cited the example of a pupil who appeared to struggle after leaving 
the FG (having been in the group for one academic year) to move to a higher set in 
September 2007.   
 
“when he came to me, because I mummied him if you like, and then we moved him out 
because we’d done such a good job, getting his attainment up… getting him there! When he 
went out… I don’t think he could cope, he’s in the big wide world, ‘Oh my God what am I 
doing, where am I going?’, although he’s got friends in his class he just doesn’t wanna be 
there because he just can’t be bothered and his behaviour came out then and not his ability, 
and that overtook.”  (Foundation Group teacher, p10) 
 
The staff interviewees therefore cited ‘post-initiative support’ as an area for development 
 
Summary of Head teacher’s view 
 
Although the Head teacher did not regard the process of pupils moving out of the FG into a 
higher set to be problematic within itself (for a number of reasons, including: the fact that it is 
common for pupils to move ability groups; the fact that it is a small school meaning easier 
access to members of staff; the fact that the FG gives the pupils a positive identity, increased 
confidence, self esteem and the basic skills necessary to succeed in a higher set) he did state 
that there was a need for development work in order to ensure that the positive impact of the 
FG on pupils who subsequently leave the FG is maintained over time.  
 
“I suspect that if we don’t put in some sort of maintenance work, over and above what you do 
with all the pupils anyway, that there is a danger that they go back into some sort of decline 
and that’s probably because a lot of the other influences and factors that were pressures for 
them in the first place still exist, we haven’t done anything to improve their social setting 
outside of school, their home environment, you know all of those other factors that are major 
contributors to their personal and emotional wellbeing still exist, all we’ve done is affected 
school based factors”  
 
He therefore suggested that a longitudinal ‘maintenance program’ might be beneficial. 
 
Summary of Pupils views 
 
N.B. Due to time limitations it was not possible to gather the views of pupils who left the 
Foundation Group at the end of the academic year 2006 – 2007.  However, the views of the 
2007-2008 Foundation group cohort with regards the prospect of moving out of the group 
were gathered and are reported below. 
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It is difficult to provide a succinct summary of the 2007-2008 FG cohort’s view on this issue 
due to the variability in the knowledge and understanding that pupils demonstrated with 
regards the process of moving out of the group at the end of the year.  For example, whereas 
some of the pupils had a good idea of which set they thought they would be in the following 
year and why, others stated that they didn’t know what would be happening. Although a 
number of pupils stated that they would miss their current class and FG teacher, the majority 
of the pupils spoke with optimism about the possibility year ahead   
    
 
QUESTION 5:  WHAT DO PUPILS UNDERSTAND ABOUT THE REASON FOR THEIR 
INCLUSION WITHIN THE GROUP AND HOW DO THEY, AND OTHERS (PUPILS AND 
TEACHERS) PERCEIVE THE INITIATIVE? 
 
Summary of Staff views 
 
With regards pupils’ understanding of the reason for their inclusion within the initiative, the 
staff interviewees reported that, in additional to giving the class generic messages about the 
FG aiming to move pupils on and develop their skills, FG staff tended to give pupils individual 
and personalised explanations as to why they were included within the FG initiative e.g. 
“You’re in here because we want to work on your sentence writing”.  The FG teacher 
explained that, whilst the latter approach had initially come about as a result the experimental 
nature of the initiative and the lack of supporting documentation providing a shared and 
clearly articulated view of the initiative’s overriding aims (see ‘Areas for Development’), staff 
had come to find the personalised approach useful for reframing pupil’s negative self 
perceptions. 
 
There was a general consensus amongst the FG staff that the FG pupils did not receive 
negative messages, either directly or indirectly, from other pupils regarding their inclusion in 
the FG.  The staff’s responses would suggest that this is due to two main factors: 
 
1. An accepting ethos amongst pupils within the school due to the school’s relatively 
high level of need and deprivation. 
 
“Yeah because they’re (the pupils) all from very similar backgrounds, all from poverty areas 
and they all appreciate each other….Yes you get kids not being very nice to each other.  But 
generally they accept you for who you are’” (Foundation Group teacher, p9) 
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“cos the thing with (name of school)  is, (name of school) kids accept you for who you are and 
what you are and there’s no stigma attached to any child for whatever reason…I think I’m 
right in saying that..” (staff interviewee 2, P8) 
 
2. The fact that the FG staff give all pupils (both FG and non FG pupils) positive 
messages about why pupils are in FG. 
 
“If other children say to me about the Foundation Group, I would say ‘Ah, but that’s where 
we’re pushing kids on, and using the small group atmosphere to help them develop’ and 
that’s what I think comes across generally within the school’” (Staff interviewee 2, p7) 
 
The Foundation Group expressed the view that non Foundation Group staff members can 
sometimes undermine their efforts to create a positive group identity, for example by not using 
the correct terminology when referring to the Foundation Group e.g.: 
 
“Children don’t see it as a stigma, staff do sometimes, staff say ‘You’re teaching set four’ and 
then I say ‘No I’m teaching the Foundation Group’ and then they’ll go ‘Huh huh huh! You 
know!’ as if it doesn’t matter, and I say ‘It does matter, because if we’re positive then they’re 
positive”. (Staff interviewee 2, p7) 
 
 This issue is explored more thoroughly in the results section ‘Issues arising’ under 
‘Awareness, understanding, interest and support from non Foundation Group staff’. 
 
Summary of Head teacher views 
 
The Head teacher did not believe there was any stigma associated with the Foundation 
Group.  He attributed this to: 
 
• the positive identity that the Foundation Group has developed due to the messages 
the Foundation Group staff give to pupils,  
• the fact that the Foundation Group has been given a high level of resourcing and 
facilities,  
• the fact that the group is centrally located and fully included within the school.  
 
By way of evidence for the fact that the group does not have a negative identity amongst 
other pupils he stated: 
 
“There are always kids who are asking if they can be part of the Foundation Group.” (p4) 
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He further suggested that the FG had actually prevented stigmatisation by preventing 
individual pupils from developing a poor reputation amongst staff (which he felt would have 
been more likely had some of the pupils gone straight into Year 7 mainstream classes as 
opposed to the Year 7 FG) e.g:   
 
“Had the pupils not been in the foundation group they would have been much more heavily 
stigmatised, because as individuals they would not be coping”. (p4) 
 
Summary of Pupils’ views 
 
Due to its sensitive nature, this issue was explored with pupils by asking them three indirect 
questions. 
 
• Why are you in the Foundation Group?  
• Is your class the same or different to other classes (and if so how)?’ and  
• Who are your friends/ who do you hang around with?.   
 
For reasons of sensitivity not all of the pupils were asked all of the questions.  A summary of 
pupils’ responses to each question is given below: 
 
‘Why are you in the Foundation Group?’ 
 
Of the 7 pupils who were asked why they thought they were in the FG, 4 gave explanations 
that were framed positively e.g.: 
 
“Mainly my behaviour and I should concentrate more, so that’s why I’m in there so they can 
help me.”   (Pupil 5) 
 
“Im here to help me in my English” (Pupil 4) 
 
Although the remaining 3 explanations were not necessarily positive, they also did not provide 
any evidence that the pupil’s felt stigmatised as a result of their inclusion within the group e.g.: 
 
“Because Im not really good at English.” (Pupil 3) 
 
“cos Ive got Dyslexia…and I can’t do my work that good, Im not that good at spelling’”(Pupil 
6), 
 
‘Is your class the same or different to other classes (and if so how)?’ 
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Of the 10 pupils who were asked this question all 10 said that the FG was different.  When 
asked how it was different, 5 gave positive explanations e.g.: 
 
”we get more help in English and Maths” (Pupil 4) 
 
“Its different….we get a bit more help than everyone else” (Pupil 6) 
 
 “It’s sort of the same but we get a bit more help, we get explained a bit better so it helps us” 
(Pupil 5) 
 
“It’s different because it’s better…nicer for everyone, and people aren’t arguing so often” 
(Pupil 9) 
 
“It’s different because we sit like in groups and help and chat while in different classes you 
don’t get to do that you just sit with separate…and do your work and there needs to be 
silence” (Pupil 10) 
 
3 pupils gave neutral explanations e.g.: 
 
“It’s different, people are different…there some people that don’t understand English and 
some people that understand that English and most people understand maths and some 
people don’t understand maths “ (Pupil 1) 
 
 “It’s different because another class has more students but we are just twelve” (Pupil 11) 
 
“It’s different cos we’ve  got the same teacher every two lessons every day” (Pupil 8) 
 
and only 2 pupils gave negative explanations e.g.: 
 
 “Our class is different because it is a lower set”. (Pupil 3) 
 
“Our class is different because we are the bottom” (Pupil 2) 
 
‘Who are your friends/ who do you hang around with?’ 
 
Of the 10 pupils who were asked this question, all 10 stated that they had friends in other 
classes in addition to friends in the FG.   
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Q6. HOW CAN THE FOUNDATION GROUP BE IMPROVED AND EXTENDED? 
 
The data analysis process resulted in the identification of seven areas for development.  
Areas which were raised by only one stakeholder group, but which did not received 
disconfirming evidence are included within this feedback. 
 
1.  Developing formal documentation of the Foundation Group  
 
Both the staff interviewees and the Head teacher acknowledged that formal documentation is 
now needed in order to provide a shared and clearly articulated view about how the FG works 
and what the pupils are taught. 
 
2. Communication with, and involvement of parents 
 
Staff interviewees reported that in the Foundation Group’s first year, explanation to parents 
about the initiative’s remit, purpose and operation had been restricted due to the initiative 
being experimental and the Foundation Group teacher not having specific policy 
documentation to support her communications with parents.  Although the Foundation Group 
teacher reported that in the second year of the initiative she felt more confident in explaining 
the purpose of the initiative to parents, she hoped that with the development of formal policy 
documentation (see above), there could be greater communication with, and involvement of 
parents in the initiative. The Head teacher also acknowledged that there would need to be 
greater involvement of parents. 
 
3. Support arrangements (pastoral and academic) for pupils who leave the Foundation Group 
and return to ‘mainstream’ lessons. 
 
Both the staff interviewees and the Head teacher acknowledged that this was an area for 
further development.  The staff suggested that this was needed in order to ensure that pupils 
did not become disaffected following their transition back into mainstream Year 8 lessons. 
Taking a slightly different perspective, the Head Teacher suggested that a ‘longitudinal 
maintenance programme’ would be beneficial in order to ensure that the positive impact of the 
Foundation Group on the pupils was maintained over time.   
 
4. Extending the concept of the Foundation Group initiative to benefit a greater number of 
pupils 
 
Individuals from all three stakeholder groups expressed the view that some of the key 
principles and/or practices of the Foundation Group initiative could usefully be extended to 
benefit a greater number of pupils. 
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5. Collating the resources necessary to deliver the Foundation Group curriculum 
 
The staff interviewees expressed a desire for more curriculum resources which were 
sufficiently differentiated to meet the needs of the Foundation Group pupils and a central base 
where these resources could be stored and accessed. 
 
6. Regular, formalised meetings for Foundation Group staff members 
 
Staff interviewees reported that, unlike other departmental groups within the school, the 
members of staff who teach the Year 7 Foundation Group only meet to plan and discuss 
issues on an adhoc basis.  They therefore suggested the idea of a formalised Foundation 
Group departmental meeting that could take place on a monthly basis. 
 
7. Support for pupils with English as an Additional Language 
 
Staff interviewees expressed the view that there was a need for more support for Foundation 
Group pupils who arrive in the group with little or no English.  They suggested that this 
support could consist of specialist teachers coming into the Foundation Group and/or pupils 
going out to specialist teachers for additional support. 
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ISSUES ARISING 
 
As agreed by the steering group early on in the research process, issues about which 
stakeholders expressed conflicting or contradictory views were highlighted and retained for 
feedback to school stakeholders.   The three issues are presented below with supportive 
evidence. 
 
1. Awareness, understanding, interest and support from non FG staff (raised by staff 
as an area for development but by the Head teacher as a supportive factor) 
 
The Head Teacher stated that the Foundation Group (FG) had been given a very high profile 
within the school so that non FG staff were fully aware of what was happening.  He felt that 
there was good communication between FG staff and non FG staff.  He stated that non FG 
staff approach FG staff for support and advice regarding behaviour management issues.   
 
All four of the Foundation Group staff members cited ‘Awareness, understanding, interest and 
support from non Foundation Group staff’ as an area for development.  They stated that not 
all of the non FG staff understood the concept of the FG and that non FG staff do not tend to 
approach the FG (or FG staff), either to see what is happening or for support and advice re: 
behaviour management.  They stated that not all non FG staff use the correct terminology 
when referring to the FG.  They further expressed the view that some non FG staff do not 
appear to appreciate the extent of the difficulties the pupils experience with their learning and 
the resultant need to differentiate and simplify the work given to them. 
 
2. The Organisation of the Foundation Group (identified as an issue due to the differing 
views of the Head teacher, staff and pupils about supportive factors relating to the 
group’s organisation) 
 
Moving classrooms 
 
The Head Teacher felt that a key factor which has contributed to the success of the FG is the 
fact that the pupils have fewer classrooms to move to, and fewer teachers and pupils to build 
relationships with.  He stated: 
 
“I think what happens is that every time you encounter a different adult, every time you go into 
a different classroom, every time you move from one class to another or go across the 
playground and meet five hundred other kids, you create other opportunities for negative 
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relationship experiences and those then get brought into the next lesson you go to or the next 
relationship that you develop…so I think it minimises for those kids those sort of interactions.”  
 
When asked how he envisaged the FG developing the Head teacher therefore reported he 
was considering the possibility of the FG pupils staying in their FG classroom for all lessons 
and having teachers come to the pupils as opposed to vice versa.  This idea was also 
suggested by the FG teacher, although she commented that pupils may get ‘rather fed up 
with it’. 
 
Although the organisation of the FG is clearly an integral part of the initiative, other than 
references to the flexibility of the timetable (see supportive factor theme ‘Freedom and 
Flexibility’), only two of the pupils explicitly commented on the different organisation of their 
experience in comparison with their Year 7 peers. One of these pupils expressed the desire to 
move to more classrooms.  This pupil commented that it could sometimes be boring having to 
be in the same classroom environment for so many hours of the week e.g.: 
 
 “it’s a bit boring cos you have the see the same things all the time….do you know like the 
pictures and that…”   
 
The other pupil who commented on the organisation explained that he had been in a different 
Year 7 class before joining the Foundation Group (perhaps explaining why he was more 
aware of the difference in organisation).  This pupil was positive about his experience of the 
Foundation Group but did comment that he had also enjoyed the experience of mixing with 
different pupils when he had been in his previous Year 7 class: 
 
“In the other groups you get to change, like some classes get to go to other classes because 
like they’re higher group or lower group but in our group there’s just like all the same 
people’…. I like em both because I can get quite a bit of help off Miss Harrison when I get 
stuck but I did like it in there”  
 
Contact time with FG teacher 
 
The Year 7 FG teacher expressed the view that the contact time between herself and the FG 
pupils was a key factor in contributing to the success of the initiative. When asked how the FG 
could be developed, she therefore suggested increasing the contact time between herself and 
the FG pupils.  She felt that this could be beneficial, particularly for raising the pupil’s 
academic attainment.   
 
Whilst the FG pupils were generally very positive about their teacher, when asked how the FG 
could be improved, one pupil suggested reducing the contact time between the FG teacher 
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and pupils “because sometimes people moan a little bit cos we have her like twelve times a 
week”  whilst another pupil expressed the desire to be taught by more teachers. In addition, 
two of the male pupils mentioned “getting in a mood” and “getting angry” when the FG teacher 
told them off.  This could be interpreted as being symptomatic of the pupils spending a 
relatively large amount of time with the same teacher. 
 
3. Removing ethnic and cultural barriers between pupils 
 
Staff interviewees suggested that the FG pupils’ shared experience of being in the group had 
helped to break down potential ethnic and cultural barriers between them.  However, when 
asked what they didn’t enjoy about the FG, two of the pupils complained that they 
experienced difficulties in getting on with other pupils within the group due to ethnic and 
cultural differences.  This would suggest that, whilst the FG may consist of an ethnically and 
culturally diverse group of pupils, the process of simply bringing pupils together in the group is 
not in itself a guarantee of breaking down these barriers and may even serve to magnify 
differences and frictions between pupils. 
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